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ABSTRACT 
Social media is believed to play an essential role in supporting entrepreneurial business and 
opportunity recognition. However, little is known about the factors that drive social media 
use and how social media capabilities impact entrepreneurial opportunity recognition. In 
exploring the role of social media to understand the potential role of social media use on 
entrepreneurial opportunity recognition, the study was based on the Technological-
Organization-Environmental (TOE) and the Opportunity Recognition Frameworks. A mixed-
method study was conducted with data collected from a developed economy (Australia) and a 
developing country (Nigeria). An initial research model was developed based on the extant 
review of literature on social media use and entrepreneur opportunity recognition.  
Firstly, qualitative data were collected via interviews with 14 entrepreneurs, which identified 
eight factors under four broad categories (technology, environment, individual and social 
media platform factors) that influence entrepreneur social media use. Also, five social media 
capabilities were identified (networking, searching, observing, experimenting, and social 
media data analytics) to drive entrepreneurial opportunity recognition. Comparing the 
qualitative data with themes developed from published literature, the initial research model 
was revised.  
In the second stage, a survey of 568 entrepreneurs was used to validate the model and its 
associated relationships. The analysis suggests that four general factors influence social 
media use; platform perception, absorptive capacity, platform abuse and external pressure. In 
addition, the use of social media was found to influence opportunity recognition through four 
of the five identified capabilities: searching, observing, experimenting, and data analytics. 
However, the findings indicate differences on how social media capability drives opportunity 
recognition amongst entrepreneur in Australia and Nigeria, which can be explained based on 
their individualist and collectivist culture respectively. Interestingly, the multi-group analysis 
revealed that the influence of social media capabilities on opportunity recognition might vary 
depending on the entrepreneur’s gender and the age of their business. The theoretical 
contribution and practical implications of the findings to social media companies, 
entrepreneurs, and policymakers were discussed. The study limitation includes being a cross 
sectional study, focusing on small businesses and evaluating two countries.  
Keywords: Social media, use, opportunity recognition, entrepreneur, Nigeria, Australia 
Introduction 
1 
 
CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Introduction 
This chapter provides background to the study and to the use of social media for opportunity 
recognition by entrepreneurs. The research problem is outlined, along with the research 
questions and objectives that are derived. An overview of the method used is presented, 
followed by the research contributions. The chapter concludes by providing the structure of 
the thesis.  
1.2 Research Background 
Social media is defined as “a group of internet-based applications that build on the 
ideological and technological foundations of Web 2.0, and allow the creation and exchange 
of user-generated content” (Kaplan & Haenlein 2010, p. 61 ). The use of social media is on a 
steady rise, with over 3.56 billion users in 2019 compared to the one million users in 2006 
(Ortiz-Ospina 2019). Its use by entrepreneurs has transcended personal purposes, where it 
was previously used to maintain personal contacts (Gavino et al. 2019). In recent times, it is 
increasingly used in their businesses activities, which has led to an increased interest in the 
scholarly literature (e.g. Misirlis & Vlachopoulou 2018; Olanrewaju et al. 2020; Smith, Smith 
& Shaw 2017). One of the reasons for its steady acceptance by entrepreneurs is the relatively 
low financial investment and skills required to use social media platforms (Ahani, Rahim & 
Nilashi 2017b) . In Australia, for instance, over 51% of small businesses are present on social 
media platforms, with an expected 12% increase in 2019 (Yellow 2018).  
For entrepreneurs, social media has been found to play a significant role in their business 
activities, especially in regard to operations management and value creation (Kim & Choi 
2019; Quinton & Wilson 2016). Other activities also include marketing, networking and the 
search for information (Ahmad, Ahmad & Bakar 2018; Kuhn, Galloway & Collins-Williams 
2016). As of 2018, over 50 million businesses make use of Facebook business pages, 
including 2 million that use the platform for advertising (Lister 2018). A similar trend can be 
observed in other dominant social media platforms like Instagram, where over 80% of the 
users follow a business page and 200 million users check a business profile every day (Lister 
2019). The use of social media for these activities has led to an increase in business returns. 
In Nigeria, for instance, social media boosted small-to-medium enterprise (SMEs) trade by 
around 27% between March and May 2017 (Adepetun 2017).  
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Social media’s ability to publicise businesses, and to establish connections based on its 
networks, has helped entrepreneurs overcome the inability or difficulty experienced in 
identifying and reaching out for expert advice (Kuhn, Galloway & Collins-Williams 2016; 
Nylander & Rudström 2011). Such advice is crucial in the early stages of entrepreneurship, 
where there is a need for information and support on setting up and running a business. Social 
media also helps entrepreneurs interact, network and establish relationships based on similar 
interests (e.g. Quinton & Wilson 2016; Sigfusson & Chetty 2013), which allows for 
partnerships that drive innovation, and co-creation of ideas and products (Bhimani, Mention 
& Barlatier 2018; Crammond et al. 2018; Raman & Menon 2018). Use of social media 
platforms has been shown to improve entrepreneur business performance (Bouwman, Nikou 
& de Reuver 2019; Odoom & Mensah 2019; Pratono 2018), which is essential to their 
growth. Recent studies have begun to identify the potential impact of social media use on 
entrepreneur opportunity recognition (Fischer & Reuber 2011; Mumi, Ciuchta & Yang 2018). 
Opportunity is fundamental to entrepreneurship, as “…to have entrepreneurship, you must 
first have entrepreneurial opportunities” (Shane & Venkataraman 2000, p. 220). Opportunity 
recognition is “the ability to identify a good idea and transform it into a business concept that 
adds value and generates revenue” (Lumpkin & Lichtenstein 2005, p. 457). The recognition 
of opportunities is vital in business creation (Dyer, Gregersen & Christensen 2008) and the 
overall business lifecycle (Song et al. 2017). The primary factor that leads to start-up failure 
is poor market identification, which is an essential part of opportunity recognition (CBI 
Insights 2018).  
Given the importance of opportunity recognition in entrepreneurial business, a rich body of 
literature has investigated its process in the offline context (i.e. face-to-face interactions that 
are not mediated by social media platforms). These studies have stressed the important roles 
of several factors in driving opportunity recognition (see George et al. 2016). The rise of 
social media use among entrepreneurs has led to the recognition of opportunities on such 
platforms (Mumi, Ciuchta & Yang 2018). However, reviews of social media and 
entrepreneur literature (e.g. Alalwan et al. 2017; Bhimani, Mention & Barlatier 2018; 
Dwivedi, Kapoor & Chen 2015; Misirlis & Vlachopoulou 2018) reveal there is a dearth of 
theory-driven empirical research on entrepreneur social media use and opportunity 
recognition. Understanding the factors that drive the use of social media (Ngai, Tao & Moon 
2015) and how it supports opportunity recognition (Liu et al. 2019; Mumi, Ciuchta & Yang 
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2018) is vital to entrepreneurs in making maximal use of such platforms for business creation 
and growth. 
1.3 Research Problem  
The use of technology is crucial to the survival of an entrepreneurial business. Entrepreneurs 
have been slow in adopting and using innovative technology due to constraints such as 
resources and expertise (Hoti 2015). However, they benefit immensely from the use of 
technology including social media via reduced cost, improved efficiency and productivity 
(Michaelidou, Siamagka & Christodoulides 2011; Wang, Pauleen & Zhang 2016). Social 
media use is increasing among entrepreneurs. Previous research has focused on the factors 
that drive social media adoption (e.g. Ahmad, Abu Bakar & Ahmad 2019; AlSharji, Ahmad 
& Abu Bakar 2018; Gavino et al. 2019) or its impact on entrepreneurial business (e.g. 
Crammond et al. 2018; Dong & Yang 2020; Drummond, McGrath & O'Toole 2018). 
Research on social media adoption and use has primarily been organization-oriented (Ahani, 
Rahim & Nilashi 2017b; Ahmad, Abu Bakar & Ahmad 2019). Previous studies have, 
however, indicated that factors that influence technology adoption in organizations are not 
always the same as those that affect individuals (Jiang, Chen & Lai 2010; Ma & Lee 2019). 
This implies that this research focuses on how the business owner (individual) uses social 
media for their business and not on how the business engages with the platforms. Due to the 
relative lack of literature on social media use among entrepreneurs, little is known about the 
factors that drive their social media use at the individual level. Previous research on small and 
medium scale business has identified technology (e.g. Odoom et al. 2017; Shokery et al. 
2017; Turan & Kara 2018), environment (e.g. Schaupp & Bélanger 2016; Shaltoni 2017; 
Toker et al. 2016) and organization factors (e.g. Kacker & Perrigot 2016; Michaelidou, 
Siamagka & Christodoulides 2011; Soto-Acosta, Popa & Palacios-Marqués 2017) in driving 
social media adoption and use. Few studies have attempted to investigate the individual 
characteristics of the entrepreneur as well (e.g. Mandal et al. 2017). Studies on social media 
have distinguished between factors that drive technology use between individuals and 
organizations (Guesalaga 2016; Ngai, Tao & Moon 2015). Nevertheless, the previously 
investigated factors at the organizational level may not be readily applicable to the individual 
entrepreneur.  
Entrepreneurs in Nigeria and Australia have been documented to use social media for their 
business activities (Adepetun 2017; Augar & Zeleznikow 2014; Guha, Harrigan & Soutar 
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2018; Olanrewaju et al. 2018). Studies have recently started to explore the reasons why 
entrepreneurs may discontinue their use of social media (e.g. He et al. 2017). Discontinuous 
use of the platforms by small business enterprises is on the rise globally. For instance, in 
Nigeria, 99.87% of all businesses are micro-enterprises (<10 staff) (National Bureau of 
Statistics 2015), while in Australia it is 88% (<4 staff) (Australian Small Business and Family 
Enterprise Ombudsman 2016). Sensis Australia market survey reported that 2% of small 
businesses removed their social media presence in 2015 and 2016, and that rose sharply to 
8% in 2017 (Sensis 2017). Also, in Nigeria, challenges including infrastructure (Motilewa, 
Onakoya & Oke 2015; Otesile 2013) and availability of resources (Solo-Anaeto, Ojunta & 
Lakanu 2017) inhibit the use of social media and subsequently, inability to evaluate its 
impact on their business activities. This highlights the need to understand the factors that 
drive social media use in small businesses, as they are mostly driven by the owner 
(entrepreneur) and the current studies do not suffice in investigating the phenomena at the 
individual level.  
Research on the impact of social media has primarily been on organizational performance 
(e.g. Alarcón-del-Amo, Rialp-Criado & Rialp-Criado 2018; Odoom & Mensah 2019; 
Parveen, Jaafar & Ainin 2016) and recently focused on firm innovation (e.g. Candi et al. 
2018; Raman & Menon 2018; Scuotto et al. 2017). Research has only begun to identify the 
potential role that social media use plays in entrepreneurial opportunity recognition (Fischer 
& Reuber 2011; Mack, Marie-Pierre & Redican 2017). Given the importance of opportunity 
recognition in entrepreneurial businesses, the role of social media in driving opportunity 
recognition needs to be understood (Liu et al. 2019; Mumi, Ciuchta & Yang 2018). 
In exploring entrepreneurs’ personal networks within a face-to-face environment (offline), 
studies have identified a number of antecedents of opportunity recognition, which include the 
physical social network (Shu, Ren & Zheng 2018; Song et al. 2017), prior experience in 
business (Ucbasaran, Westhead & Wright 2009; Westhead, Ucbasaran & Wright 2009), and 
information search (Fiet & Patel 2008; Westhead, Ucbasaran & Wright 2009). Moreover, the 
review of previous literature identified six antecedents to opportunity recognition (social 
capital, systematic search, alertness, cognition/personality traits, environment, and prior 
knowledge) (George et al. 2016). However, recent studies have reported that online social 
media are used by entrepreneurs differently to the traditional networks within the face-to-face 
environment (Drummond, McGrath & O'Toole 2018; Smith, Smith & Shaw 2017). While 
some studies have suggested a possible connection between social media and opportunity 
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recognition, the studies have been conceptual (Fischer & Reuber 2011; Nambisan & Zahra 
2016) or descriptive (Mack, Marie-Pierre & Redican 2017). The studies of Mumi, Ciuchta 
and Yang (2018) and Park, Sung and Im (2017) are an exception, as they have aimed at 
empirically investigating the role of social media on opportunity recognition. Yet, they fall 
short at explaining and evaluating the extent to which social media can support opportunity 
recognition. With the growing number of entrepreneurs on social media and the vital role it 
plays in their businesses, it will be essential to investigate how entrepreneurs use the 
platforms for opportunity recognition.  
Entrepreneurs have been using social media for more than a decade. A lack of understanding 
of the use of social media means that entrepreneurs may miss opportunities that are available 
via the platforms. The essential benefit that is discussed primarily in both academic and 
practitioner literature is social media significance to marketing (Barnhart 2019; Misirlis & 
Vlachopoulou 2018). However, social media influence transcends marketing with 
practitioners increasingly stressing on the importance to make utmost use of the networking 
(Barker 2018; Raid 2018) and the data analytic capability (Barnhart 2019) of the platforms to 
identify potential opportunities. Recognizing opportunities on social media is vital to 
entrepreneurs as it allows for them to grow their business via acquiring new clients (Yazdan 
2019), improving their outreach (Expert Panel 2019) and possibly introducing new products 
(Gingiss 2019), which is vital to their survival and growth. Therefore, there is a need to 
understand how entrepreneurs currently engage with social media and recognize 
opportunities on the platforms. 
This study develops a research model that identifies critical factors to social media use; and 
the vital capabilities of social media that support opportunity recognition. This will help 
guide entrepreneurs and policymakers on how to recognize opportunities on such platforms 
better. This study aims to harmonize two research strands on social media and 
entrepreneurship by investigating the factors that drive social media use and its impact on 
entrepreneur opportunity recognition. As such, this study builds on the Technology-
Organization-Environment (TOE) framework (Tornatzky, Fleischer & Chakrabarti 1990) and 
the opportunity recognition framework (George et al. 2016).  
1.4 Research Objectives and Questions 
The study aims at investigating the role of social media use on entrepreneurial opportunity 
recognition. Therefore, the research objectives stipulated in the study are: 
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1) To explore the factors which influence the use of social media by entrepreneurs 
2) To explore how social media use influences the entrepreneurial opportunity 
recognition and exploitation process 
3) To identify the general factors that influence social media use and opportunity 
recognition for entrepreneurs 
Based on the formulated research objectives, the study therefore investigates the overarching 
research question: 
What is the role of social media use in entrepreneur opportunity recognition and 
exploitation? 
The following sub-questions need to be answered to answer the primary research question.  
1. What factors affect the use of social media by the entrepreneur? 
2. How does the use of social media influence opportunity recognition and exploitation 
for entrepreneurs? 
3. What are the general factors that influence social media use and opportunity 
recognition for entrepreneurs? 
Building on the research objectives and questions, the study will attempt to generate 
generalizable factors that influence social media use from two countries (Australia and 
Nigeria), and also determine how such use impacts entrepreneurial opportunity recognition. 
1.5 Focus and Research Scope  
This research explores social media use by entrepreneurs to understand its effect on 
opportunity recognition. It considers entrepreneurs as individuals that own a small business 
(<20 staff) (Australian Small Business and Family Enterprise Ombudsman 2016) and 
specifically in the service or e-retailing industry. The industries were selected due to their 
importance to the economy. In Australia, for instance, 10.4% of its employed population 
come from the retail trade industry, while approximately 30% is accounted for by the service 
industry (Vandenbroek 2018). Similarly, in Nigeria, the retail sector accounts for 
approximately 17.2% of the employed population (SMEDAN & NBS 2013), while the 
service sector contributes approximately 60% to the country’s economy (Ehigiator 2017). 
Therefore, this study did not consider medium or large scale businesses and unlisted 
industries. The study was situated in two countries: Australia and Nigeria, which have wide 
Introduction 
7 
 
disparities in culture and development levels as further discussed in Chapter 4, in a bid to 
have a comprehensive understanding of the phenomena under study. 
1.6 Overview of Methodology 
In line with the research questions formulated for the study, a mixed-method approach was 
used in achieving the research objectives. The research explored social media use by 
entrepreneurs to understand its effect on opportunity recognition. The study was grounded in 
the pragmatic research paradigm, where the needs of the research drive the action that is 
taken (Onwuegbuzie & Leech 2005; Teddlie & Tashakkori 2003). This led to the utilization 
of an exploratory sequential mixed method approach (Creswell 2014; Creswell & Clark 
2011). The study was conducted in two phases: exploratory and confirmatory. The method is 
detailed in Chapter 4, but in summary, the first phase involved the use of a qualitative method 
to answer research questions 1 and 2. A total of 14 interviews were conducted with 
entrepreneurs from Australia and Nigeria. The concepts explored include factors that drive 
social media use of the entrepreneur at the individual level, and how they recognize 
opportunities on social media platforms. The interviews were analysed thematically, with the 
results leading to the second phase.  
The second phase was the quantitative study, which was conducted by distributing an online 
survey to entrepreneurs in both Australia and Nigeria. The items were primarily developed 
from the qualitative study, as well as adapting items from existing literature in 
entrepreneurship and technology use. A total of 568 responses were analysed based on the 
Partial Least Squares-Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM) to test the proposed 
hypotheses. The results were used to answer research question 3. Findings from both the 
qualitative and quantitative phase were then discussed to infer relevant discussions and 
recommendations.  
1.7 Research Contribution 
The research contributes to both theory and practice. The research proposed and validated a 
unique theoretical model, which furthers knowledge on the factors that influence social media 
use by entrepreneurs at the individual level and the role on its use on their opportunity 
recognition process. Building on the Technology-Organization-Environment (TOE) 
framework, critical factors to social media use, which have been mainly overlooked by prior 
studies on entrepreneurs, were identified. Also, contributions were made to the opportunity 
recognition framework by identifying vital social media capabilities that drive entrepreneurial 
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opportunity recognition on the platforms, which to the best of the researcher’s knowledge 
have not been investigated in prior literature. 
The practical contributions are as follows. Entrepreneurs may consider the findings of the 
study as a guide to their social media use in terms of factors that drive its use and those that 
negatively impact it. The research’s findings will also help social network providers by 
identifying key factors that are of primary concern to the entrepreneurs in order to maximize 
social media platform use in their businesses. Regarding opportunity recognition, the findings 
generated valuable insights on social media capabilities that drive recognition of 
opportunities that are often overlooked. For incubators and mentors, the study highlights the 
differences between gender and business age of entrepreneurs, and how these impact their 
social media use and opportunity recognition on social media platforms. 
1.8 Thesis Structure 
This thesis consists of eight chapters. This chapter introduces the research. Chapter 2 
provides a review of the literature on fundamental concepts discussed in the thesis. It begins 
by introducing entrepreneurship, opportunity, and social media. A systematic review of social 
media and entrepreneurship literature is then presented. 
Chapter 3 discusses the theoretical underpinnings of the study. It begins by introducing 
popular theories that are used in social media and entrepreneurship research. It continues by 
presenting an overview of adoption and usage theories to rationalize the use of the 
Technology-Organization-Environment (TOE) framework. An analysis of opportunity 
recognition models follows, to explore the opportunity recognition framework (George et al. 
2016). Building on both the TOE and opportunity recognition frameworks, an initial research 
model is then proposed for the study.  
Chapter 4 delves into how the study was conducted. It begins by introducing the research 
paradigm and design. An explanation of the country selection is then given, as well as a 
detailed description of how the qualitative and quantitative studies were conducted.  
Chapter 5 presents the findings from the qualitative study, which was conducted via 
interviews. It explores the eight factors that drive social media use, which are discussed under 
four broad categories: technology, individual, environmental, and social media. It also delves 
into opportunity recognition and the five social media capabilities (networking, searching, 
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experimenting, observing, and data analytics) that support it. A revised research model is then 
developed from the findings derived from the interviews.  
Chapter 6 discusses the sixteen formulated hypotheses that were proposed based on the 
refined model in Chapter 5. A discussion of the survey development is then presented, after 
which the measurement instrument validity is discussed, as regards how it is pre-tested and 
pilot-tested on entrepreneurs and academics.  
Chapter 7 presents the results of the quantitative study, which was collated through an online 
survey in both Australia and Nigeria. Smart-PLS 3.0 was used in empirically validating the 
structural model and conducting the multi-group analysis (MGA). The supported hypotheses 
were found based on the analysis, and were discussed in the following chapter.  
Chapter 8 discusses the findings of both qualitative and quantitative studies. It begins by 
providing a brief recap of the thesis. The research questions were then answered in light of 
the existing literature. The chapter also presents the study contributions and study limitations, 
as well as areas for future research. 
1.9 Conclusion 
This chapter presents an overview of the research. It emphasizes the need to understand 
further how social media use influences entrepreneurial opportunity recognition, which is 
vital due to the importance of opportunities to business activities. In the next chapter, a 
review of entrepreneurship, opportunity and social media literature will be conducted.
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CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW1 
2.1 Introduction 
The chapter aims to provide a fundamental base for understanding the context of the study in 
light of existing research; which is vital in exploring and answering the proposed research 
questions in the previous chapter. The review of relevant literature pertinent to this study was 
conducted in two parts: (i) the overall review of literature (which is outlined in this chapter) 
and (ii) the theoretical review presented in next chapter. The current chapter begins by 
introducing the concepts of entrepreneur and opportunity. It then discusses the use of social 
media by entrepreneurs. In doing this, a systematic review of the literature was conducted. 
Relevant themes in the literature, which are essential in understanding the research area, will 
also be highlighted. 
2.2 Entrepreneurship 
There have been two dominant views about the concept of entrepreneurship. The first view, 
occupational entrepreneurship, understands entrepreneurship as adding economic value to 
the society through creating new ventures and organizations. The second view entails seizing 
opportunities that exist in the environment, and it is known as behavioural entrepreneurship 
(Sternberg & Wennekers 2005). One of the most cited definitions of entrepreneurship is 
provided by Shane and Venkataraman (2000, p. 218), who defined it as “the scholarly 
examination of how, by whom, and with what effects opportunities to create future goods and 
services are discovered, evaluated, and exploited”. This definition comprises both the 
occupational and behavioural view of entrepreneurship, while also emphasizing the term 
opportunities, which is fundamental to entrepreneurship and business creation (Dyer, 
Gregersen & Christensen 2008; Eckhardt & Shane 2003). In exploring entrepreneurship, the 
concept of the entrepreneur and their motivations will be explored in the following 
subsections.  
2.2.1 The Entrepreneur  
Gartner (1988) noted that entrepreneurs had been studied from three distinct viewpoints: (i) 
what the entrepreneurs do, (ii) how they do it (behaviour), (iii) why they do it (personality 
                                                          
1
 Parts of this chapter have been published in  
Olanrewaju, A.S.T., Hossain, M.A., Whiteside, N. and Mercieca, P., 2020. ‘Social media and entrepreneurship 
research: A literature review’ International Journal of Information Management, vol 50, pp.90-110 
Olanrewaju, A.S.T., Hossain, M.A., Whiteside, N. and Mercieca, P., 2020. ‘Social media and entrepreneurship 
research: A literature review’ International Journal of Information Management, vol 50, pp.90-110 
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trait). The economic point of view sees an entrepreneur as an individual who exploits a 
recognized opportunity in creating a new venture and making profit (Alvarez & Barney 
2007). They believe that the difference that exists between an entrepreneur and a non-
entrepreneur is the ability of the former to identify opportunities (Shane & Eckhardt 2005; 
Shane & Venkataraman 2000). 
Other research suggests that entrepreneurs display traits that are different from non-
entrepreneurs, including their personality traits, risk-taking, need for achievement, and the 
locus of control (Brandstätter 2011; Zhao, Seibert & Lumpkin 2010) among others. While the 
findings of the traits perspective have been subject to debates over the decades (Sharma 2018; 
Walter & Heinrichs 2015), other studies have stressed the need to understand what the 
entrepreneurs do and not who they are (Bird, Schjoedt & Baum 2012; Dyer, Gregersen & 
Christensen 2008; Gartner 1988). According to Gartner (1985), entrepreneurs exhibit six 
common behaviours, which include identification of opportunities, accumulation of 
resources, marketing of products, producing the products, building organizations and 
responding to the government and society. Bird, Schjoedt and Baum (2012) furthered the 
discussion by identifying several other behaviours engaged in by entrepreneurs, although, 
they called for more studies in understanding entrepreneurial behaviours.  
In drawing these issues of entrepreneurs together, Kao (1993, p. 70) defines the entrepreneur 
as “a person who undertakes a wealth-creating and value-adding process, through incubating 
ideas, assembling resources and making things happen; while entrepreneurship is the process 
of doing something new and something different for the purpose of creating wealth and 
adding value to society” (Kao 1993, p. 70). The definition of an entrepreneur consists of both 
the behavioural and economic/occupational perspectives, which are equally pertinent to this 
study. An entrepreneur in the context of this research is seen as an individual that has his or 
her own business, which is basically a small enterprise (Lee & Persson 2016), while also 
engaging in activities that support such business on social media. 
The entrepreneur plays vital roles in society. Entrepreneurs are primary drivers of economic 
growth (Acs 2006; Obschonka et al. 2017), especially in their ability to create job 
opportunities. According to the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
(OECD) report of 2018, in some countries, - such as Australia and the United Kingdom - the 
rate of new business creation is double that of the last two decades (OECD 2018). Business 
creation has led to increased employment rates in societies. For instance, 28.2% of new 
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businesses in Australia are projected to create six or more jobs individually (GEM 2018). Job 
creation is vital in countries that have a high unemployment rate, like sub-Saharan Africa. In 
Nigeria, for instance, entrepreneurs represent over 84% of the workforce and contribute 
48.47% of the country’s Gross National Product (National Bureau of Statistics 2015). 
Entrepreneurs further support the development of countries via innovation. According to 
GEM (2018), innovation-driven entrepreneurs create most jobs, which are supported by 
introducing new products to the market.  
2.2.2 Entrepreneur Motivation 
Entrepreneurs start their businesses for a variety of reasons that can be classified into social, 
political and economic factors (Hechavarria & Reynolds 2009; Reynolds et al. 2005; 
Reynolds et al. 2002). The literature made a distinction of entrepreneurs, based on the 
contextual motivations that drive them to start their businesses, (Reynolds et al. 2002) to be 
either opportunity-driven or necessity-driven entrepreneurs (Acs 2006; Hechavarria & 
Reynolds 2009; Reynolds et al. 2002). 
Opportunity-driven entrepreneurs (ODE) are driven by the motivation of recognizing 
unexplored or underexplored opportunities (Acs 2006); and are voluntary entrepreneurs 
(Hechavarria & Reynolds 2009; Sternberg & Wennekers 2005). The entrepreneurs choose to 
start an enterprise because they see an opportunity emerging that can be exploited. The 
availability of opportunity “pulls” the entrepreneur into entrepreneurship, due to factors such 
as the attractiveness of the opportunity, need for independence, desire for wealth, a new 
challenge, recognition and social status (Borozan & Pfeifer 2014; McMullen, Bagby & Palich 
2008). ODE is more prevalent in developed countries (Acs 2006; Sternberg & Wennekers 
2005). Necessity-driven entrepreneurs (NDE), on the other hand, are compelled to become 
entrepreneurs due to the lack of jobs or the absence of better alternatives (Acs 2006; 
McMullen, Bagby & Palich 2008). They are “pushed” into entrepreneurship as a means to 
survive (Langevang, Namatovu & Dawa 2012), which might be due to economic crises, 
environmental and socio-cultural factors. This is more prevalent among low and middle-
income countries and females (Adom 2014; Langevang, Namatovu & Dawa 2012; 
McMullen, Bagby & Palich 2008). 
An emerging line of research has challenged the sharp dichotomy used in classifying 
entrepreneurs based on motivation. This is due to the overlying notion that entrepreneurs are 
either entirely ODE or NDE, which, according to recent studies (e.g. Adom 2014; Adom & 
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Williams 2012; Borozan & Pfeifer 2014; Langevang, Namatovu & Dawa 2012) is not 
completely correct; they can be a combination of both, or transition from NDE to ODE. 
Williams and Williams (2014) studied UK entrepreneurs and discovered that the 
entrepreneurs are not purely ODE or NDE as argued by earlier studies; instead, they can both 
be opportunity and necessity-driven. The entrepreneur’s motivation can change over a span 
of time and progress from NDE to ODE as the business gets more established. Similar 
findings have been reported in developing countries, especially in sub-Saharan African 
countries that are considered as NDE. Langevang, Namatovu and Dawa (2012), in their study 
of Ugandan entrepreneurs, emphasise that while some entrepreneurs are NDE, they aspire to 
grow their businesses and move into the ODE, where they expand their businesses and 
capitalize on opportunities. Similar findings were found in Ghana, where the entrepreneurs 
transited between the ODE and NDE, which led to better opportunity recognition and 
exploitation among them (Adom 2014; Adom & Williams 2012). With the advent of social 
media, entrepreneurs can recognize opportunities, which can lead to business creation that is 
not solely necessity-driven in developing countries. Olanrewaju et al. (2018) discovered that 
some Nigerian entrepreneurs start as NDE and their motivations change over time, and they 
transit to ODE due to several opportunities that social media platforms offer them in 
improving their businesses and introducing new products. 
2.3 Entrepreneurial Opportunity 
Opportunity is fundamental to entrepreneurship. This is because businesses are founded by 
entrepreneurs based on the opportunities they recognize. Building on the definition of Shane 
and Venkataraman (2000, p. 220), which highlighted that “to have entrepreneurship, you 
must first have entrepreneurial opportunities”, entrepreneurial opportunity has been an area 
of significant contention among recent entrepreneurship researchers, where they aim at better 
understanding what entrepreneurial opportunity is (McMullen, Plummer & Acs 2007). Due to 
the nature of entrepreneurial opportunities, several schools of thought have emerged, with the 
most prominent ones opining that opportunities are either discovered or created (Alvarez & 
Barney 2007; Davidsson 2015; Sarasvathy et al. 2003). This has led to the absence of a 
universally agreed-upon definition of entrepreneurial opportunity (Short et al. 2010). As 
observed by Davidsson (2015), approximately 80% of entrepreneurial studies stop short at 
explicitly defining what opportunity is in their studies, which is due to the complexities 
related to entrepreneur opportunities, which vary based on context (Hansen, Shrader & 
Monllor 2011; Sarasvathy et al. 2003). 
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Nevertheless, studies have attempted to define the term “opportunity”. One of the most 
prominent definitions is “those situations in which new goods, services, raw materials, and 
organizing methods can be introduced and sold at greater than their cost of production” 
(Shane & Venkataraman 2000, p. 220). However, the definition is more grounded in the 
discovery view of opportunity and does not consider other views such as opportunity 
creation. Other studies (e.g. Companys & McMullen 2007; Kornish & Ulrich 2011; Wood & 
Williams 2014) have endeavoured to define opportunity but have always found themselves to 
be firmly rooted in either the discovery or creation views of opportunity (Davidsson 2015). 
The single definitions offered do not suffice in explaining several intricacies covered by 
opportunity such as the source (e.g. new product, customer service), type (discovery or 
creation) and level (individual or organization) (Davidsson 2015; Hansen, Monllor & Shrader 
2016; Hansen, Shrader & Monllor 2011). 
Notwithstanding the difficulties in conceptualizing opportunities, studies have aimed at 
homogenizing the several definitions of entrepreneurial opportunity. This has led to several 
review papers on entrepreneurial opportunity (e.g. Davidsson 2015; Hansen, Shrader & 
Monllor 2011; Short et al. 2010). Hansen, Shrader and Monllor (2011) summarized 
opportunity definitions, as reproduced in Table 2.1 based on the common elements present in 
the selected literature. This thesis goes by the aggregation of definitions by Hansen, Shrader 
and Monllor (2011), because it encompasses several dimensions of opportunity, i.e. the type, 
source and level. In their composite definitions, the authors acknowledged that opportunities 
could be created, discovered, or discovered and created simultaneously, which is a rising 
position among other recent studies (e.g. González, Husted & Aigner 2017; Maine, Soh & 
Dos Santos 2015; Short et al. 2010; Vaghely & Julien 2010).  
 Table 2.1: Composite conceptual definitions of opportunity  
Definition Dominant and identifying common elements 
An opportunity is the possibility of 
introducing a new product to the 
market at a profit 
Introduce; New/Novelty; Product; Possibility 
(Feasibility); Internal value/Profit; Market 
need/Demand 
An opportunity is a situation in which 
entrepreneurs envision or create new 
means-ends frameworks 
Situation/External environmental conditions; 
Cognitive connections/Create new means-ends 
frameworks; Resources; Entrepreneur 
An opportunity is an idea that has 
developed into a business form 
New business form; Idea/Business idea; 
Progression of development 
An opportunity is an entrepreneur’s 
perception of a feasible means to 
obtain/achieve benefits 
Entrepreneur; Possibility (Feasibility); 
Perception; Internal value/Profit 
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An opportunity is an entrepreneur’s 
ability to create a solution to a problem  
Entrepreneur; Market need/Demand; Problem 
solving; Creative process/Creativity 
An opportunity is the possibility to 
serve customers differently and better 
Value to the market 
 
*Adapted from Hansen, Shrader and Monllor (2011, p. 292) 
2.3.1 Opportunity Discovery and Creation 
As stated earlier, studies have posited that opportunities can either be discovered or created. 
Proponents of opportunity discovery believe that opportunity exists independent of the 
environment and needs to be discovered by the entrepreneur (e.g. Alvarez & Barney 2007; 
Shane & Venkataraman 2000; Short et al. 2010). This school of thought is of the opinion that 
the services derived from peculiar opportunities are needed (demand) but are not available in 
supply (Sarasvathy et al. 2003). Entrepreneurs discover the opportunities in their 
environments based on several factors such as their cognition, alertness, prior knowledge and 
search ability (Baron 2006; Fiet & Patel 2008; Fiet, Piskounov & Patel 2005; Ucbasaran, 
Westhead & Wright 2009). The creation school of thought, on the other hand, is relatively 
new and posits that opportunities do not exist but are created by the actions of the 
entrepreneurs (Alvarez & Barney 2007; Evansluong, Pasillas & Bergström 2019). In this 
case, the entrepreneur does not actively search for information in a bid to discover 
entrepreneurial opportunities, but rather observes customer and market behaviour (Alvarez & 
Barney 2007; Jones & Barnir 2019; Welter & Alvarez 2015). A comparison of both views is 
summarised in Table 2.2. 
Table 2.2: Comparison of opportunity discovery and creation views 
Criteria Discovery Creation 
Nature of opportunities Opportunities exist (exogenous) Opportunities do not 
exist (endogenous) 
Focus of opportunities Process Decision  
Domain of application Either demand or supply is 
known 
Both demand and supply 
are unknown 
Assumption about 
information 
Complete information available 
but not evenly distributed 
Partial information 
available 
Nature of the 
entrepreneur  
Entrepreneur is different from 
others by being alert 
There may not be 
significant differences 
Strategy Pre-planned Emergent 
Decision making context Risk Uncertain 
Leadership Expertise Charismatic 
*Adapted from Sarasvathy et al. (2003) and Welter and Alvarez (2015) 
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While the debate on opportunity is a progressive but iterative discussion, studies have called 
for more focus on the “opportunities” themselves. Murphy (2011) refutes the forced 
dichotomy that is apparently imposed on researchers and stresses the importance of enabling 
opportunity-based theories, which are supported by other research studies. For instance, 
studies have suggested that opportunities are products of an entrepreneur’s mind (Chandler, 
DeTienne & Lyon 2002; Klein 2008) and thus the nature may not be important. This position 
was strengthened by Foss and Klein (2010), who stated that debates around what 
“opportunities are” are not necessary; instead, the focus should be shifted to what 
“opportunities do”. The need to attach less importance to the debate can be surmised in the 
study of Sarasvathy et al. (2003) where they noted that both creation and discovery can 
actually happen in the same opportunity. Moreover, recent studies have started suggesting 
that both views can manifest concurrently in an entrepreneurial quest to recognize 
opportunity (e.g. González, Husted & Aigner 2017; Maine, Soh & Dos Santos 2015). The 
need to stress less on the type of opportunity has led some researchers to use a single term to 
encompass both the discovery and creation view, such as opportunity identification 
(Ardichvili, Cardozo & Ray 2003) or opportunity recognition (George et al. 2016), which is 
used in this thesis. It should however still be noted that researchers acknowledged the two 
dominant views, and that position is also held in this thesis. 
2.3.2 Opportunity Recognition  
Opportunity recognition, as suggested in the previous section, aims to encompass both 
opportunity views by researchers. However, previous studies have noted that it is more 
entrenched in the discovery stream (Angelsberger et al. 2017; Lumpkin & Lichtenstein 2005). 
This can be attributed to the reason that the discovery point of view is more dominant and 
established in the entrepreneurship literature, with some studies using the term discovery and 
recognition interchangeably (e.g. Bhagavatula et al. 2010; Guo et al. 2017). Lumpkin and 
Lichtenstein (2005, p. 457) defined opportunity recognition as “the ability to identify a good 
idea and transform it into a business concept that adds value and generates revenues”. 
Lumpkin, Hills and Shrader (2004) explained opportunity recognition with respect to 
creativity, testing and experimentation, knowledge and information gathering, business idea 
evaluation and exploitation. This position can be extrapolated to include both the discovery 
and creation views. Information gathering and prior knowledge have been identified as 
important components of opportunity discovery (Baron 2006; Fiet & Patel 2008; Ucbasaran, 
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Westhead & Wright 2009) while testing, and experimentation drive opportunity creation 
(Chetty, Karami & Martín 2018; Ghezzi 2019; Schmitt et al. 2018). 
Recent studies have endeavoured to further define opportunity recognition. Kuckertz et al. 
(2017) suggested that “opportunity recognition is characterized by being alert to potential 
business opportunities, actively searching for them, and gathering information about new 
ideas on products or services”. However, their definition is more about the factors (e.g. 
alertness, systematic search and information gathering) that drive opportunity recognition. 
The work of George et al. (2016) explored opportunity recognition as an explicit combination 
of the creation and discovery views for a more comprehensive perspective of opportunity. 
Their stance will be used in this thesis due to the generalizability of their definition, which 
makes it applicable for exploring new domains where opportunities can be discovered or 
created. Although this study does not seek to make an explicit differentiation among both 
opportunity views, rather, it will treat them as a single construct “opportunity recognition”. 
Opportunity recognition is widely accepted as a prerequisite for opportunity exploitation. 
Opportunity exploitation is fundamentally believed to involve the enactment of the 
opportunity recognized by the entrepreneur through commercialization in forming new 
ventures (Companys & McMullen 2007; Foss, Lyngsie & Zahra 2013). Kuckertz et al. (2017, 
p. 92) explained that “opportunity exploitation is characterized by developing a product or 
service based on a perceived entrepreneurial opportunity, acquiring appropriate human 
resources, gathering financial resources, and setting up the organization”. While their 
definition aimed to clarify misconceptions about opportunity exploitation, it is observed that 
they merged two separate activities (opportunity exploitation and resource mobilization) in 
their discussion. The first section of their definition (“is characterized by developing a 
product or service based on a perceived entrepreneurial opportunity”) is what is generally 
understood as opportunity exploitation. However, the second section (“acquiring appropriate 
human resources, gathering financial resources”) involves the process of mobilizing 
resources to enact the recognized opportunity. As revealed by Companys and McMullen 
(2007), the configuration of resources and networks is a strategy employed in exploiting 
recognized opportunities; and not the actual exploitation of opportunity. This view is well 
entrenched in the literature, where resources are seen as a mechanism to exploit opportunities 
(e.g. Andresen, Lundberg & Wincent 2014; Dorado 2005; Riverola & Miralles 2018; Singh 
2016). This implies that resource mobilization is an activity that precedes the exploitation of 
opportunities.  
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2.4 The Entrepreneur and Technology Innovation Use 
Technology use is crucial to the survival of SMEs. Early research, however, has shown that 
SMEs are slow in adopting and using technology due to a range of constraints, including 
those associated with access to resources and expertise (Barba-Sánchez, Martínez-Ruiz & 
Jiménez-Zarco 2007; Hoti 2015). While acknowledging these constraints, the use of 
technological innovation has been shown to have a tremendously positive effect on their 
businesses. Ongori and Migiro (2010) highlighted that the impact of technology use on 
entrepreneurs is primarily in enhancing competitive advantage and boosting ongoing 
sustainability of an entrepreneur’s venture. These impacts have been detailed in other studies 
to include reduced cost, improved efficiency, better customer relations and enhanced 
productivity (Guha, Harrigan & Soutar 2018; Shemi & Procter 2018).  
Over the years, entrepreneurs have been applying several technological innovations in 
conducting their business activities. For example, Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) 
systems have been deployed by SMEs in entering new markets and spurring the globalization 
of their business brands (Mayeh, Ramayah & Mishra 2016; Ruivo, Oliveira & Neto 2014; 
Xia, Lok & Yang 2009). Similarly, the advent of the Internet has led to the proliferation of e-
commerce platforms, which have been used by SMEs to increase their sales, especially to 
international markets, as well as reducing their operation costs (Abed, Dwivedi & Williams 
2015; Saridakis et al. 2017; Shemi & Procter 2018). Similarly, the use of cloud platforms has 
further enhanced their productivity via cost lowering, prompt updates to the systems and 
backup of business data (Li et al. 2012; Safari et al. 2015).  
Now, social media is increasingly used by entrepreneurs to conduct their daily activities. 
Social media use by entrepreneurs has been increasing in recent years (Michaelidou, 
Siamagka & Christodoulides 2011; Smith, Smith & Shaw 2017). In Australia, for instance, 
the rate of small business presence on social media platforms rose from 30% in 2013 to 51% 
in 2018 (Sensis 2017; Yellow 2018). Similar statistics are obtained in the United States of 
America, where over 70% of small businesses currently use social media, an increase from 
47% before 2017 (Herhold 2018). The use of social media has been found to play an essential 
role in supporting new business creation and growth (Mohajerani, Baptista & Nandhakumar 
2015; Quinton & Wilson 2016), as well as increasing business performance (Dong & Yang 
2020; Pratono 2018), which is further discussed in Section 2.5.2. 
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2.5 Review of Social Media and Entrepreneur Literature 
Due to the increasing importance of social media to entrepreneurs and the benefits it offers to 
them, it has attracted attention from diverse disciplines, including information systems and 
management. This is demonstrated by the increasing number of scholarly articles that are 
being published yearly on the subject (Olanrewaju et al. 2020). While there have been 
previous review papers on social media, they are not directly linked to entrepreneurship. 
Instead, these papers tend to be all-inclusive (i.e. generic) (e.g. Kapoor et al. 2017; Ngai, Tao 
& Moon 2015), specific to a particular domain like marketing (e.g. Alalwan et al. 2017; 
Dwivedi, Kapoor & Chen 2015; Misirlis & Vlachopoulou 2018), focussing on innovation and 
co-creation (e.g. Bhimani, Mention & Barlatier 2018; Rathore, Ilavarasan & Dwivedi 2016), 
or country-specific (e.g. Abed, Dwivedi & Williams 2015). 
When examining the literature on social media use and entrepreneurs, which is discussed in 
the subsequent sections, a systematic review was carried out. A cross-domain analysis in the 
areas of information systems and entrepreneurship was conducted in understanding the use of 
social media by entrepreneurs. It started by reading broadly (regardless of database, journal 
ranking or publication source) about how entrepreneurs use social media, which helped to 
justify the research problem and put it into the context of opportunity recognition and social 
media use. For narrowing down the search domain for a systematic understanding of the 
topic, two prominent business/management databases were primarily used to source 
literature: Business Source Complete (EBSCO) and Scopus, replicating the approach used by 
Bhimani, Mention and Barlatier (2018). These databases provide a focus on business 
management but also index a range of journals. Journal articles were given the highest 
priority and consideration as they represent state-of-the-art research outputs with high impact 
(Chan & Ngai 2011; Podsakoff et al. 2005).  
In identifying the keywords to be used in investigating social media and entrepreneurship, a 
broad statement was initially used (“Social media” and entrepreneur*). However, 
entrepreneurship studies tend to refer to social media using the name of specific platforms 
such as Facebook, or use the more generic term, social networking sites. This led to the 
inclusion of keywords reflecting specific platforms, which included “Facebook”, “Twitter” 
and “Instagram”, as well as “social networking sites”. Alternate terms for entrepreneurship 
were also used, including "SME", "small business" and "small and medium". The final search 
string was: 
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Keyword (“social media” OR "Facebook" OR "Twitter" OR "Instagram" OR 
“social networking sites”) AND (“entrepreneur” OR "SME" OR "small 
business" OR "small and medium") 
The search was limited to the abstract to focus search results. As stated earlier, only journal 
articles published from 2002 till 2018 were included, while articles in other languages apart 
from English were removed. Based on the search criteria, 131 articles were returned from 
EBSCO and 405 articles from Scopus. Duplicate articles were removed, which left a total of 
458 articles from both databases. The abstracts of the articles were then reviewed to ensure 
their relevance to the focus of entrepreneurs’ use of social media. This resulted in 223 
articles. These articles were then read in full to determine which articles focused on factors 
influencing social media use, what it is used for and its impact on entrepreneurial business. 
This led to a final sample of 160 articles, which were reviewed to get insight into the use of 
social media by entrepreneurs. The findings from the literature review conducted were then 
used in discussing the subsequent sections and the initial research model in Chapter 3.  
Research into social media use and entrepreneurs can broadly be categorized into two 
strands: factors that influence social media use and its impact on entrepreneurial business. 
The following section discusses what entrepreneurs use social media for in their businesses, 
its impacts and the barriers to its use. The factors that drive social media adoption and use 
will be discussed in the next chapter, under the TOE framework. 
2.5.1 Areas of Social Media Use  
Entrepreneurs use social media platforms for various purposes (expecting different 
outcomes). Based on the review of the literature, the distinct areas of social media use include 
marketing, information search, business networking, and crowdfunding, as shown in Table 
2.3. Other uses were identified in the literature, such as enhancing organizational internal 
cohesiveness (Toombs & Harlow 2014), hiring prospective employees (Kaur et al. 2015) and 
learning (Vivakaran & Maraimalai 2016), but these will not be discussed as very few papers 
explored them. 
Table 2.3: Activities social media is used for in entrepreneurial business 
Use References 
Marketing Ahani, Rahim and Nilashi (2017b); Ahmad, Ahmad and Bakar (2018); 
Ananda, Hernández-García and Lamberti (2017); Au and Anthony 
(2016); Bulearca and Bulearca (2010); Charoensukmongkol and 
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Sasatanun (2017); Cole, DeNardin and Clow (2017); de Vries, Veer 
and de Vries (2018); Dutot and Bergeron (2016); Fink et al. (2018); 
Guha, Harrigan and Soutar (2018); Gümüs and Kütahyali (2017); Ha 
et al. (2016); Harrigan and Miles (2014); Hensel and Deis (2010); 
Jones (2010); Jones, Borgman and Ulusoy (2015); Kudeshia, Sikdar 
and Mittal (2016); Michaelidou, Siamagka and Christodoulides 
(2011); Nobre and Silva (2014); Rambe (2017); Setiaboedi, Sari and 
Prihartono (2017); Stankovska, Josimovski and Edwards (2016); 
Taiminen and Karjaluoto (2015); Taneja and Toombs (2014) 
Information search Fernandes, Belo and Castela (2016); Kuhn, Galloway and Collins-
Williams (2016); Mack, Marie-Pierre and Redican (2017); Quinton 
and Wilson (2016) 
Networking Fischer and Reuber (2011); Fischer and Reuber (2014); Mohajerani, 
Baptista and Nandhakumar (2015); Quinton and Wilson (2016); 
Sigfusson and Chetty (2013); Smith, Smith and Shaw (2017); Song 
(2015) 
Crowdfunding Aprilia and Wibowo (2017); Datta, Sahaym and Brooks (2018); 
Fietkiewicz, Hoffmann and Lins (2018); Kaminski, Hopp and Lukas 
(2018); Kang, Jiang and Tan (2017); Kromidha and Robson (2016); Li 
et al. (2017); Roedenbeck and Lieb (2018); Yang and Berger (2017) 
 
2.5.1.1 Marketing 
The earliest studies on social media and entrepreneurship have investigated the role of social 
media primarily in entrepreneur marketing (e.g.Bulearca & Bulearca 2010; Hensel & Deis 
2010; Jones 2010). Social media marketing is the most studied aspect of social media use by 
entrepreneurs, which has led to the publication of review papers specifically on it (e.g. 
Alalwan et al. 2017; Misirlis & Vlachopoulou 2018). Social media is altering the marketing 
landscape by allowing entrepreneurs to advertise their products on several social media 
platforms (Cant 2016), thus achieving a cost advantage over traditional advertising and 
marketing processes (Brink 2017; Michaelidou, Siamagka & Christodoulides 2011). The use 
of social media marketing is more pronounced in business-to-customers (B2C) than business-
to-business (B2B) organizations (Kantorová & Bachmann 2018). Marketing on social media 
has been documented to entail several activities such as customer relationship management 
(Guha, Harrigan & Soutar 2018; Harrigan & Miles 2014), brand management (Ahmad, 
Ahmad & Bakar 2018; Ananda, Hernández-García & Lamberti 2017) and advertising (Cole, 
DeNardin & Clow 2017; Jones 2010). Marketing of products on social media platforms 
enhances their product visibility, which in turn drives their sales (Dutot & Bergeron 2016; 
Taneja & Toombs 2014). Social media marketing also focuses on improving customer 
relationships (Michaelidou, Siamagka & Christodoulides 2011; Nobre & Silva 2014). This is 
done through activities of the entrepreneur on social media platforms like posting messages 
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such as customer endorsements, promotion information, and business activities (Shih, Lin & 
Luarn 2014) that trigger the consumer engagement process via sharing, commenting, and 
liking (Kudeshia, Sikdar & Mittal 2016).  
However, recent studies on social media marketing have called for a more strategic approach. 
This is exemplified by Fink et al. (2018), who conducted a longitudinal study and found that 
celebrity endorsement on social media influences purchase intention via the brand image, and 
is moderated by brand differentiation. Studies such as de Vries, Veer and de Vries (2018) and 
Setiaboedi, Sari and Prihartono (2017) identified a series of best strategic practices to be 
adhered to for maximal influence of entrepreneur social media campaigns. 
2.5.1.2 Information Search  
Social media has modified the way entrepreneurs seek, search and gather information. This is 
enabled by several social media affordances (Smith, Smith & Shaw 2017). Social media has 
been used by entrepreneurs to support their information needs due to several factors such as 
lack of funds to hire an expert, lack of expertise in their geographical area, presence of people 
willing to help, fear of competitors, and ease of access to weak ties (Kuhn, Galloway & 
Collins-Williams 2016; Quinton & Wilson 2016). On social media, information is sought and 
gathered by entrepreneurs regarding how to run their businesses (Fernandes, Belo & Castela 
2016; Kuhn, Galloway & Collins-Williams 2016; Quinton & Wilson 2016). Previous studies 
have emphasized that communication and information sharing are essential factors for social 
media use (Drummond, McGrath & O'Toole 2018; Gümüs & Kütahyali 2017). Information 
seeking and gathering on social media is done via active search or demand-side narratives 
(DSN) from clients (Fernandes, Belo & Castela 2016; Mack, Marie-Pierre & Redican 2017; 
Nambisan & Zahra 2016). Recent studies have started to highlight the crucial roles played by 
social media in fulfilling entrepreneur information needs. These include the exchange of tacit 
and non-tacit knowledge (Wang, Mack & Maciewjewski 2017), which can be achieved for 
early-stage entrepreneurs by following more users on social media platforms (Motoyama, 
Goetz & Han 2018). Furthermore, social media aids in searching for and interacting with 
other people on the platforms to solve problems (Drummond, McGrath & O'Toole 2018; 
Mohajerani, Baptista & Nandhakumar 2015; Wang, Mack & Maciewjewski 2017). 
Entrepreneurs often seek advice on social media platforms from altruistic information 
providers (Kuhn, Galloway & Collins-Williams 2016; Quinton & Wilson 2016). 
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Also, social media is used by entrepreneurs to manage knowledge in their businesses. 
Crammond et al. (2018) proposed the research, concept, institutionalise, develop, target and 
assess (RCITDA) model for managing knowledge derived from social media use by 
entrepreneurs. This includes knowledge acquisition and sharing, which have been vital to 
organization learning (Assis-Dorr, Palacios-Marques & Merigó 2012) and the innovation and 
productivity of entrepreneurial businesses (Candi et al. 2018; Scuotto, Del Giudice & Obi 
Omeihe 2017).  
2.5.1.3 Business Networking  
The use of social media has gone beyond the maintenance of personal connections for 
entrepreneurs. Social media use for networking has been well documented (see Table 2.3). 
Entrepreneurs now use it in creating, enlarging and strengthening networks (Ahmad, Ahmad 
& Bakar 2018; Fischer & Reuber 2011; Quinton & Wilson 2016), which are facilitated by its 
affordances (Mohajerani, Baptista & Nandhakumar 2015; Smith, Smith & Shaw 2017). This 
allows for networking and interaction with people from different geographical locations with 
similar or diverse socioeconomic and demographic profiles (Fischer & Reuber 2011; Wang, 
Mack & Maciewjewski 2017). Fischer and Reuber (2014) reported that social networks allow 
for communication, which increases differentiation of the firm. Song (2015) found that 
entrepreneurs use diverse social media platforms with an overlap (between 19-29% on 
several platforms) in their social network contacts, which allow them to have high network 
connectedness. In creating relationships, entrepreneurs accumulate strong and weak ties 
(Quinton & Wilson 2016; Sigfusson & Chetty 2013). While weak ties are prevalent, Quinton 
et al. (2016) suggests that they only offer transactional value and do not always lead to new 
opportunities. According to Sigfusson and Chetty (2013), weak ties play similar roles to 
strong ties by preventing opportunism. Quinton and Wilson (2016) however, discovered that 
created networks are either strategic or emergent.  
Additionally, networking on social media has been found to play vital roles in the 
entrepreneurial development process, where it influences the entrepreneur effectuation 
process (Fischer & Reuber 2011). It allows them to accrue social capital (Barnes & Mattsson 
2016), which Smith, Smith and Shaw (2017) suggest is formed differently through social 
media due to its affordances. This social capital helps in the identification and capitalization 
of opportunities (Quinton & Wilson 2016), gathering of information (Kuhn, Galloway & 
Collins-Williams 2016), increasing entrepreneurial success (Srinivasan & Venkatraman 
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2018), identifying and allocating scarce resources and resource mobilization (Drummond, 
McGrath & O'Toole 2018; Sigfusson & Chetty 2013).  
2.5.1.4 Crowdfunding 
Social media has been found to play crucial roles in entrepreneur crowdfunding. 
Entrepreneurs crowd-fund to raise required funds to establish and run their business 
(Fietkiewicz, Hoffmann & Lins 2018; Yang & Berger 2017) which they cannot access on 
their own. As identified by Datta, Sahaym and Brooks (2018), an entrepreneur innovation 
orientation in itself does not suffice in explaining crowdfunding success on social media. 
Instead, there is a need to use social media platforms strategically. Strategic use involves the 
use of audio-visual aids (Fietkiewicz, Hoffmann & Lins 2018; Roedenbeck & Lieb 2018) and 
social network characteristics. The utility of audio-visual aids was highlighted by Kromidha 
and Robson (2016), who explained the importance of entrepreneurs identifying with their 
projects on social media. Similar findings were reported by Li et al. (2017), where the passion 
displayed by entrepreneurs in their introductory crowdfunding videos on social media was 
found to be critical to the amount of funds raised.  
In the same vein, social media metrics have been vital to crowdfunding. Yang and Berger 
(2017) accentuate the point that crowdfunding on social media is enhanced by focusing on 
specific metrics across different social media platforms, like network size on Twitter and 
number of active friends on Facebook. The findings for Facebook were strengthened by 
several studies. Fietkiewicz, Hoffmann and Lins (2018) singled out Facebook as having the 
most significant impact on crowdfunding success, even with minute activities on other 
platforms like YouTube and LinkedIn. The number of friends (Aprilia & Wibowo 2017), the 
number of comments on the platform (Kaminski, Hopp & Lukas 2018) and the social capital 
accrued (Kang, Jiang & Tan 2017) were identified as critical drivers of crowdfunding on 
social media platforms. The crucial factors that drive crowdfunding on social media were 
both qualitative (e.g. animated videos/images and prototyped components) and quantitative 
(e.g. network size and number of updates) (Roedenbeck & Lieb 2018). Meanwhile, Mumi, 
Obal and Yang (2018) reported that the initial public offering (IPO) value of a firm was 
positively related to their social media use. 
2.5.2 Outcomes of Social Media Use 
Entrepreneurs use social media expecting several benefits and outcomes. Some studies 
examined the perceived benefits (e.g. Quinton & Wilson 2016; Schaupp & Bélanger 2014) of 
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social media use while others discussed the expected outcomes (e.g. Nambisan & Zahra 
2016) or impacts (e.g. Hitchen et al. 2017; Scuotto et al. 2017). All these variables are 
perception-based rather than observed. In this thesis, the researcher combined the factors 
using the term “outcomes” which has frequently been used in the literature to refer to benefits 
derived from technology use (Ahmad, Ahmad & Bakar 2018; Alarcón-del-Amo, Rialp-
Criado & Rialp-Criado 2018). The outcomes can be categorised into four groups: value 
creation, enhancing the entrepreneurial business process, improved performance, and driving 
business innovation, as shown in Table 2.4. 
Table 2.4: Outcomes of social media use on entrepreneurial business 
Outcomes References 
Value creation Derham, Cragg and Morrish (2011); Hopkins (2012); Lehmkuhl and 
Jung (2013); Schaupp and Bélanger (2014); Stockdale, Ahmed and 
Scheepers (2012) 
Entrepreneurial 
business process 
Beninger et al. (2016); Drummond, McGrath and O'Toole (2018); 
Fischer and Reuber (2011); Jones, Borgman and Ulusoy (2015); 
Kuhn, Galloway and Collins-Williams (2016); Mack, Marie-Pierre 
and Redican (2017); Nambisan and Zahra (2016); Nord, Riggio and 
Paliszkiewicz (2017); Quinton and Wilson (2016); Smith, Smith and 
Shaw (2017) 
Performance   
1. Firm 
performance 
 Ainin et al. (2015); Alarcón-del-Amo, Rialp-Criado and Rialp-
Criado (2018); Charoensukmongkol and Sasatanun (2017); Dong and 
Yang (2020); Franco, Haase and Pereira (2016); Odoom and Mensah 
(2019); Odoom et al. (2017); Parveen, Jaafar and Ainin (2016); 
Pratono (2018); Saridakis et al. (2017); Tajvidi and Karami (2017); 
Wang, Pauleen and Zhang (2016) 
2. Business 
process 
performance 
Franco, Haase and Pereira (2016); Parveen, Jaafar and Ainin (2016); 
Wang, Pauleen and Zhang (2016) 
3. Crowdfunding 
performance 
Kang, Jiang and Tan (2017); Kromidha and Robson (2016); Li et al. 
(2017) 
4. Innovation 
performance 
Cheng and Shiu (2019); Pérez-González, Trigueros-Preciado and 
Popa (2017); Scuotto, Del Giudice and Carayannis (2017); Soto-
Acosta, Popa and Palacios-Marqués (2017)  
Innovation  Barnes and Mattsson (2016); Candi et al. (2018); Cooke (2017); 
Crammond et al. (2018); Duarte Alonso and Bressan (2016); Hitchen 
et al. (2017); Papa et al. (2018); Raman and Menon (2018); Scuotto 
et al. (2017); Soto-Acosta, Popa and Palacios-Marqués (2017); Wang, 
Pauleen and Zhang (2016) 
2.5.2.1 Value Creation  
Entrepreneurs use social media to create business value due to its relatively low cost and skill 
required (Nakara, Benmoussa & Jaouen 2012; Stockdale, Ahmed & Scheepers 2012). 
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Schaupp and Bélanger (2014) identified several ways through which entrepreneurs gain value 
from social media, which include perceived impact on internal operations, marketing, 
customer service and sales. Hopkins (2012) reported similar findings. Generally, value can be 
derived through transactional and relational exchanges (Quinton & Wilson 2016). Social 
media has the potential to create business value by reducing transaction costs, enhancing 
information access and transmission through better communication channels (Lehmkuhl & 
Jung 2013), and improving marketing strategies (Hitchen et al. 2017; Scuotto et al. 2017). 
2.5.2.2 Enhancing the Entrepreneurial Business Process 
Social media affects entrepreneurial business processes, starting from idea exploration 
through to running the business. Social media has been found to affect entrepreneur 
effectuation and opportunity recognition processes (Fischer & Reuber 2011; Gustafsson & 
Khan 2017; Mack, Marie-Pierre & Redican 2017), which has led to the creation of new 
businesses through supporting innovation and networking (Hatammimi & Sharif 2015; 
Mohajerani, Baptista & Nandhakumar 2015; Quinton & Wilson 2016). Business creation 
afforded by social media has been more pronounced amongst women in developing 
countries, where it helps to achieve social and economic development (Beninger et al. 2016; 
Nord, Riggio & Paliszkiewicz 2017; Steel 2017). Its role was further addressed by Delacroix, 
Parguel and Benoit-Moreau (2019), who posited that subsistence entrepreneurs use social 
media as a means to support their businesses via the social capital derived from such 
platforms. It plays a vital role in the running of the business venture, especially when the 
venture is in the growth phase (Bocconcelli, Cioppi & Pagano 2017; Mack, Marie-Pierre & 
Redican 2017). This is due to its abilities for marketing, accruing demand-side narratives 
from clients, networking and social capital accumulation (Drummond, McGrath & O'Toole 
2018; Nambisan & Zahra 2016; Smith, Smith & Shaw 2017). 
2.5.2.3 Improving Business Performance  
Early studies tend to argue whether social media improves business performance 
(Michaelidou, Siamagka & Christodoulides 2011). Such confusion was mainly due to the 
vagueness and inability to measure the impact(s) (Fernandes, Belo & Castela 2016), given 
that no unified metrics have been developed capturing varied social media platforms (Durkin, 
McGowan & McKeown 2013; McCann & Barlow 2015). However, recent studies have 
started measuring the impact with self-reported measures (e.g. Charoensukmongkol & 
Sasatanun 2017; Parveen, Jaafar & Ainin 2016). A stream of studies has found a significant 
positive relationship between social media use and business performance. Alarcón-del-Amo, 
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Rialp-Criado and Rialp-Criado (2018) suggest that higher use of social media (e.g., the 
involvement of the owner/manager) leads to higher business performance; financial as well as 
non-financial (e.g., business process enhancement) (Franco, Haase & Pereira 2016). Dong 
and Yang (2020) reported that the interaction of social media diversity and big data analytics 
positively influences market performance, which is more significant for SMEs than large 
firms. 
In contrast, recent studies have started to suggest that the adoption and use of social media 
platforms do not necessarily influence business performance (Ahmad, Abu Bakar & Ahmad 
2019) or revenue generated by the entrepreneurial business (Gavino et al. 2019). Even in a 
longitudinal study conducted by Grimmer (Grimmer, Grimmer & Mortimer 2018), social 
media use as an information source had a negative influence on business performance. 
However, the findings attributed this to the relatively young age of the businesses (Grimmer, 
Grimmer & Mortimer 2018) and a smaller investment in social media (Gavino et al. 2019). 
Overall, most of the findings point to the positive role of social media on business 
performance, namely for firm performance (e.g., cost reduction, market expansion) 
(Sasatanun & Charoensukmongkol 2016), business process performance (e.g., customer 
relationship management) (Ainin et al. 2015), crowdfunding performance (Kang, Jiang & 
Tan 2017; Li et al. 2017), and innovation performance (Pérez-González, Trigueros-Preciado 
& Popa 2017; Scuotto, Del Giudice & Carayannis 2017).  
2.5.2.4 Driving Business Innovation  
The effect of social media use in entrepreneurial innovation has been documented in the 
literature. Raman and Menon (2018) reported that less than 10% of SMEs that are family 
businesses strategically use social media to drive innovation. Some entrepreneurs’ use of 
social media is a form of innovation, according to Duarte Alonso and Bressan (2016). 
Innovation on social media can also be achieved through co-creation with customers (Barnes 
& Mattsson 2016; Hitchen et al. 2017). Scuotto et al. (2017) opined that innovation is 
supported on social media by legitimization of ideas, interactions, as well as knowledge 
search and transfer. In another study, Wang, Pauleen and Zhang (2016) discussed the role of 
business-client interaction on social media in fine-tuning products that lead to innovation. 
Mohajerani, Baptista and Nandhakumar (2015) further reinforced the role of social media by 
highlighting that innovation is achieved by discovering practices from different institutional 
contexts and legitimizing ideas through social media.  
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The role of knowledge in driving innovation has also been explored in some studies. For 
example, Wang, Mack and Maciewjewski (2017) emphasised the exchange of tacit and non-
tacit knowledge, which is crucial to driving open innovation. Soto-Acosta, Popa and 
Palacios-Marqués (2017) also underlined the need for knowledge sharing on social media as 
a critical driver of innovation in manufacturing SMEs. This was empirically strengthened by 
Candi et al. (2018), where knowledge derived from customer involvement on social media 
drove innovation. This was corroborated by Papa et al. (2018), who found that knowledge 
creation processes on social media helped to foster innovation. Finally, Hitchen et al. (2017) 
proposed an innovation strategy on social media that is built on the coevolution of resources, 
conveying innovation aims, and using an appropriate innovation framework. 
2.5.3 Social Media and Opportunity Recognition  
A potential outcome of social media use by entrepreneurs is recognizing opportunities on 
such platforms. Earlier research has identified the role of social media in entrepreneurial 
opportunity recognition (e.g. Fischer & Reuber 2011; Mack, Marie-Pierre & Redican 2017; 
Wang, Pauleen & Zhang 2016). Opportunity recognition, as highlighted by entrepreneurship 
literature, is fundamental in business creation (Butler, Doktor & Lins 2010; Shane & 
Venkataraman 2000). The opportunities recognized by entrepreneurs on social media may 
lead to the creation of new businesses, especially in developing countries, where it aids social 
and economic development (Alkhowaiter 2016). While there have been few studies that 
clearly investigated how social media influences entrepreneur opportunity recognition, 
research has observed several antecedent factors that may influence opportunity recognition 
on the platforms (e.g. Fischer & Reuber 2011; Mack, Marie-Pierre & Redican 2017). Studies 
have also discussed the support of social interaction on social media platforms that allow for 
effectuation (Fischer & Reuber 2011) and social capital accumulation (Barnes & Mattsson 
2016; Smith, Smith & Shaw 2017), both of which are important in recognizing opportunities 
(George et al. 2016; Mumi, Ciuchta & Yang 2018). Tung and Jordann (2017) proposed the 
use of crowdsourcing on social network sites to drive opportunities. A similar suggestion was 
made by Nambisan and Zahra (2016), who stressed the role of demand-side narratives based 
on customer interaction/feedback from digital platforms like social media as vital in 
opportunity recognition.  
Recent studies have attempted to empirically test the relationship between social media use 
and opportunity recognition (e.g. Mumi, Ciuchta & Yang 2018; Park, Sung & Im 2017). 
Park, Sung and Im (2017) reported that social media use positively influenced the 
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relationship between entrepreneurial alertness and opportunity creation, and negatively 
impacted the relationship between prior knowledge and opportunity discovery/creation. 
However, they only investigated the moderating effect of social media. Mumi, Ciuchta and 
Yang (2018) further studied the direct impact of social media on entrepreneur opportunity. 
They found a positive relationship between entrepreneur attachment to social media 
platforms and opportunity recognition, which drives their pre-commitment orientation, vital 
in exploiting opportunities. The study of Ceptureanu et al. (2020) found support for the 
relationship between social media use and opportunity recognition that is partially mediated 
by entrepreneurial alertness and social networks. While the study of Mumi, Ciuchta and Yang 
(2018) and Ceptureanu et al. (2020) established a relationship between social media use and 
opportunity recognition, they stopped short at explaining the opportunity recognition process 
and how social media supports it. A summary of studies that investigated the relationship 
between social media and opportunity recognition is given in Table 2.5. This study aims to 
investigate entrepreneurial behaviour on social media platforms and how it influences their 
opportunity recognition. 
Table 2.5: Summary of studies on the role of social media and opportunity recognition 
Author and 
year 
Context Purpose Findings 
Park, Sung 
and Im 
(2017) 
Entrepreneurs 
working at 
business 
incubators 
Studied the 
moderating role of 
social media use on 
entrepreneurial 
opportunities 
Their study reported that social media 
positively moderate the relationship 
between prior knowledge and 
opportunity discovery; also between 
alertness and opportunity creation. 
Support was not found for the 
moderating relationship between prior 
knowledge and opportunity creation; 
also between alertness and opportunity 
discovery. 
Mumi, 
Ciuchta and 
Yang (2018) 
United States 
artist 
entrepreneurs 
Investigated the 
relationship 
between social 
media attachment   
and entrepreneurial 
behavior 
Reported a positive relationship 
between entrepreneur attachment to 
social media platforms and 
opportunity recognition 
Ceptureanu 
et al. (2020) 
Romanian 
entrepreneurs 
To investigate the 
role of social media 
on opportunity 
recognition 
Found that 
1. Social media positively influence 
opportunity recognition 
2. Both entrepreneurial alertness and 
social networks partially 
moderates the relationship 
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2.5.4 Barriers to Social Media Use 
While social media has been used by entrepreneurs for several activities and offers significant 
benefits to their businesses, there still exist challenges over its use. This is due to several 
reasons. First, the complexity and differences between the platforms has been explored and 
can contribute to inhibiting their use (Ahani, Rahim & Nilashi 2017b; Ainin et al. 2015). 
While some studies have highlighted the ease of using the platforms as a key driver to their 
adoption and use (e.g. Gavino et al. 2019; Turan & Kara 2018), other research has identified 
the difficulty in using them. Entrepreneurs do not know the ideal one to learn or which 
platforms will best suit their business needs (Bakri 2017; McCann & Barlow 2015; Taiminen 
& Karjaluoto 2015). Also, the reliability (Jones 2010), credibility and sustainability (Nakara, 
Benmoussa & Jaouen 2012; Wang, Pauleen & Zhang 2016) of the platforms, with their 
substantial threats to entrepreneur reputation (Wang, Pauleen & Zhang 2016) put off 
entrepreneurs from their adoption and use. Individual factors such as lack of motivation, 
knowledge and time inhibit the use of social media in entrepreneurial business (Bakri 2017; 
Bernhard & Grundén 2016; Michaelidou, Siamagka & Christodoulides 2011). Similarly, for 
the SMEs, the relevance of the social media platforms to the business industry, lack of 
technology competence and leadership (Bernhard & Grundén 2016; Brink 2017; 
Michaelidou, Siamagka & Christodoulides 2011; Stockdale, Ahmed & Scheepers 2012) 
prevent the optimal use of the platforms (Michaelidou, Siamagka & Christodoulides 2011). 
This results in the inability of the entrepreneurs to measure their return on investment (ROI), 
which is a major challenge for them (Durkin, McGowan & McKeown 2013; McCann & 
Barlow 2015; Yellow 2018). 
2.6 Conclusion 
This chapter explores the use of social media by entrepreneurs. Its aim has been to define 
entrepreneurship, opportunity recognition and to examine the extent to which they engage 
with social media platforms. It discusses the several ways that entrepreneurship has been 
studied in the literature. The definition of an entrepreneur by Kao (1993) was used because of 
the behavioural and occupational perspective that it entails. Opportunity was then discussed 
based on the composite definitions of Hansen, Shrader and Monllor (2011). This allowed for 
the exploration of discovery and creation, which are both pertinent to opportunity 
recognition. It was followed by a review of social media and entrepreneurial literature. The 
use of social media has been found to play a vital role in their businesses, where it helps in 
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carrying out several activities - marketing, information search, networking and crowdfunding 
- which have been discussed. The outcome of social media use was investigated, where it was 
found to primarily impact business performance, drive innovations and value creation, while 
supporting the entrepreneurial business process. The chapter also highlighted the possible 
role of social media on entrepreneurial recognition, which is vital to business creation.  
The next chapter presents a theoretical discussion of this study. It draws from the review of 
the literature to discuss relevant theories that are vital to the study. Based on the established 
theories, an initial research model was developed.  
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CHAPTER 3 DEVELOPING AN INITIAL RESEARCH MODEL2 
 3.1 Introduction 
This chapter outlines the research model that was developed from extant literature to inform 
the study. Building upon the literature review as presented in Chapter 2, this chapter uses the 
literature itself as a way to identify initial themes that can be used to determine the constructs 
of the model. The research, as presented in the later chapters, modifies this model so that a 
revised model is developed from the research and data analysis. 
Chapter 3 starts with a discussion of the theories that have been used in social media and 
entrepreneurship research. This is followed by an overview of adoption and use theories in 
justifying the use of the Technology Organization Environment (TOE) framework. Based on 
the review of literature, a range of factors were identified to explore the factors that drive the 
use of social media by entrepreneurs. A discussion on opportunity recognition models is 
thereafter presented, so as to set the pace for a discussion of the opportunity recognition 
framework. Based on both frameworks (TOE and opportunity recognition), an initial research 
model is then proposed, to investigate the factors that drive social media use and how it 
influences entrepreneurial opportunity recognition. 
3.2 Overview of Theories Used in Social Media and Entrepreneurship Literature  
As stated previously, research into social media and entrepreneurs can be broadly categorized 
into either the factors that influence its use or the impact it has on entrepreneurial business. 
This is exemplified by the different theories and models that have been used in studying the 
domain. Table 3.1 details theories and models that have been used by multiple studies. It is 
clear that significant emphasis has been placed on the behavioural theories that explain the 
factors that drive social media use. Management theories were also deployed to understand 
the impact of social media use on entrepreneurial business. 
                                                          
2
 Parts of this chapter have been published in  
 
a. Olanrewaju, A.S.T., Hossain, M.A., Whiteside, N. and Mercieca, P., 2020, 'Social media and 
entrepreneurship research: A literature review', International Journal of Information Management, vol. 
50, pp. 90-110. 
b. Olanrewaju, A.S.T., Hossain, M.A., Whiteside, N. and Mercieca, P., 2018a, 'Identifying Social Media’s 
Capability for Recognizing Entrepreneurial Opportunity: An Exploratory Study', paper presented to 
Conference on e-Business, e-Services and e-Society 
c. Olanrewaju, A.S.T., Hossain, M.A., Whiteside, N. and Mercieca, P., 2018b, 'The Influence of Social 
Media on Entrepreneur Motivation and Marketing Strategies in a Developing Country', paper presented 
to Conference on e-Business, e-Services and e-Society. 
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Table 3.1: Theories used in the reviewed articles 
Theory References 
Technology Organization 
Environment Framework 
(TOE) 
Ahani, Rahim and Nilashi (2017b); Ahmad, Abu Bakar and 
Ahmad (2019); AlSharji, Ahmad and Abu Bakar (2018); 
Mokhtar, Hasan and Halim (2016); Schaupp and Bélanger 
(2014, 2016); Shaltoni (2017); Soto-Acosta, Popa and Palacios-
Marqués (2017) 
Dynamic Capabilities 
Theory (DCs) 
Atanassova and Clark (2015); Cheng and Shiu (2019); Dutot 
and Bergeron (2016); Guha, Harrigan and Soutar (2018); 
Harrigan and Miles (2014); Odoom and Mensah (2019) 
Resource-Based View 
Theory (RBV) 
Dutot and Bergeron (2016); Kacker and Perrigot (2016); 
Schaupp and Bélanger (2014); Sigfusson and Chetty (2013); 
Tajvidi and Karami (2017) 
Unified Theory of 
Acceptance and Use of 
Technology Model 
(UTAUT) 
Adam, Jizat and Noor (2016); Nasir et al. (2017); Nawi et al. 
(2017); Shokery et al. (2017) 
Institutional Theory Kacker and Perrigot (2016); Laurell and Sandström (2014); 
Mohajerani, Baptista and Nandhakumar (2015); Perrigot et al. 
(2012) 
Social Network Theory Cheng and Shiu (2019); Quinton and Wilson (2016); Sigfusson 
and Chetty (2013) 
Diffusion of Innovation 
Theory (DOI) 
Ainin et al. (2015); Odoom et al. (2017) 
Social Capital Theory Kang, Jiang and Tan (2017); Pratono (2018); Smith, Smith and 
Shaw (2017) 
Effectuation Theory Fischer and Reuber (2011); Lingelbach, Patino and Pitta (2012) 
Theory of Reasoned 
Action (TRA) 
Alarcón-del-Amo, Rialp-Criado and Rialp-Criado (2018); 
Turan and Kara (2018) 
Technology Acceptance 
Model (TAM) 
Gavino et al. (2019); Pentina, Koh and Le (2012) 
Knowledge-Based View 
(KBV) 
Candi et al. (2018); Cheng and Shiu (2019) 
Signalling Theory Kromidha and Robson (2016); Mumi, Obal and Yang (2018)  
Behavioural theories have been used mostly to examine how entrepreneurial businesses use 
social media platforms. The Technology-organisation-environment (TOE) framework was 
adopted by most studies into entrepreneurs’ use of social media, as it allows for the ability to 
look at different dimensions of factors that drive its adoption and use. Constructs from the 
diffusion of innovation (DOI) theory (Rogers 1995) were frequently used to explain the 
technological factors in social media adoption and use, with compatibility and cost being 
identified as the most critical factors (Odoom et al. 2017). Organization demographics (age, 
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size) and external pressure (e.g. customer, competitive and stakeholder pressure) are other 
crucial factors identified under the TOE framework.  
Furthermore, social behaviour theories such as the social capital theory have been used to 
investigate social capital accumulation (Smith, Smith & Shaw 2017), crowdfunding (Kang, 
Jiang & Tan 2017) and entrepreneurial success (Srinivasan & Venkatraman 2018), while the 
social network theory was used to explain how entrepreneurs build and use network 
relationships on social media platforms (Quinton & Wilson 2016; Sigfusson & Chetty 2013). 
The Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology Model (UTAUT) has been used by 
studies that explore the individual entrepreneur and have identified the role of facilitating 
conditions (Nasir et al. 2017) and performance expectancy (Nawi et al. 2017) in driving 
social adoption and use as primary factors. While the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) 
has been used in studies of entrepreneurs and social media use, such studies suggest that the 
general TAM factors (i.e. perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness) did not actually 
influence social media adoption (Gavino et al. 2019) and its continuous use (Pentina, Koh & 
Le 2012).  
However, much of the research was carried out from the viewpoint of management and 
entrepreneurship. Within this framework, the resource-based view theory was used to explain 
adoption and the extent of social media use (Kacker & Perrigot 2016), resource acquisition 
via social media (Sigfusson & Chetty 2013), value derived from social media (Schaupp & 
Bélanger 2014), and firm performance (Tajvidi & Karami 2017 ). Researchers argued that 
social media could be used to create dynamic capabilities that lead to better performance and 
competitive advantage when combined with available resources (Dutot & Bergeron 2016; 
Guha, Harrigan & Soutar 2018; Harrigan & Miles 2014; Odoom & Mensah 2019). Similarly, 
the institutional theory was deployed to understand how social media helps to establish 
legitimacy (Kacker & Perrigot 2016; Laurell & Sandström 2014; Perrigot et al. 2012) and 
adopt foreign practices (Mohajerani, Baptista & Nandhakumar 2015). The Knowledge-based 
view theory (KBV) however helped to identify how knowledge derived from customer 
involvement can drive innovation (Candi et al. 2018; Cheng & Shiu 2019), while the 
signalling theory was used to discuss the role played by social media during the initial public 
offering (Mumi, Obal & Yang 2018), and the crowdfunding process (Kromidha & Robson 
2016). 
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3.3 Overview of Adoption and Use Theories in Social Media  
The previous section indicates that several theories and models have been used in 
investigating the use of social media among entrepreneurs. A range of diverse theories have 
been used to explore the adoption and use of social media. These can be categorised into 
theories that explore the individual or those that examine the organization itself. These are 
presented in Table 3.2.  
Table 3.2: Theories/models/frameworks of technology adoption used in social media and 
entrepreneur research; adapted from Hossain (2012) 
Theory Author Individual Organization 
Technology Organization Environment 
(TOE) Framework 
Tornatzky, Fleischer 
and Chakrabarti 
(1990) 
 X 
Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use 
of Technology Model (UTAUT) 
Venkatesh et al. 
(2003) 
X  
Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) Fishbein and Ajzen 
(1977)  
X  
Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) Davis (1989) X  
Diffusion of Innovation Theory (DOI) Rogers (1995)  X X 
E-Business Intensity–Readiness–
Impact Framework 
Fuchs et al. (2010)  X 
 
The technology acceptance model (TAM) was proposed by Davis (1989). The model has 
primarily been used to investigate the adoption of technological innovation at the individual 
level (Chhonker, Verma & Kar 2017; Rad, Nilashi & Dahlan 2018). TAM proposes that a 
user’s attitude towards a technology impacts their intention and subsequent behaviour. In the 
model, it is assumed that the perceived ease of use and the perceived usefulness of the 
technology influence the user’s attitude and behaviour. Due to the simplicity of the model, it 
has been extensively used in several domains of IT adoption and use (Taherdoost 2018), with 
literature suggesting that it has reached the saturation level and has consequently become 
overused (Chuttur 2009; Williams et al. 2009). The model has been extended to include TAM 
2 (Venkatesh & Davis 2000) and TAM 3 (Venkatesh & Bala 2008), which led to the 
inclusion of new variables such as perceived enjoyment and perceived external control. 
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Within the area of social media exploration, the model has been used to study the adoption 
and use of such platforms by entrepreneurs (e.g. Beier & Wagner 2016; Gavino et al. 2019; 
Pentina, Koh & Le 2012).  
Diffusion of Innovation (DOI) is a theory proposed by Rogers (1995), which aims to examine 
how individuals and organizations adopt technological innovations. DOI is built on five 
fundamental components that explain the rate of innovation adoption: the perceived 
characteristics of the innovation, type of innovation-decision, communication channels, 
nature of social system and the extent of change agent effort. These fundamental components 
afford it the ability to investigate the technology, organization and environmental dimensions 
in innovation adoption (Taherdoost 2018). The technological dimension of DOI has been the 
most studied in innovation adoption literature (Jeyaraj, Rottman & Lacity 2006), which 
includes relative advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability and observability. In 
investigating technology adoption among entrepreneurs, the DOI has served as a reference 
point in studying their adoption behaviours (Hoti 2015). The review of social media and 
entrepreneur literature, indicates that the theory has been widely used either independently 
(e.g. Ainin et al. 2015; Odoom et al. 2017) or as part of the technological factors in the TOE 
framework (e.g. Ahani, Rahim & Nilashi 2017b; Ahmad, Abu Bakar & Ahmad 2019). 
The Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT) (Venkatesh et al. 2003) 
was proposed by building on eight technology adoption models, where their similarities and 
differences were identified to develop the model (UTAUT). The model postulated that 
performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence and facilitating conditions 
influence individuals’ intention and consequently, their use behaviour. The model was further 
extended by Venkatesh, Thong and Xu (2012), to include the new constructs of price, habit 
and hedonic motivation. UTAUT has been widely used in information Systems (IS) research 
to investigate technology use (e.g. Alalwan 2020; Baabdullah et al. 2019; Rana et al. 2016; 
Shaw & Sergueeva 2019). In social media and entrepreneur literature, the model has been 
used to investigate student entrepreneurs’ use of the platforms for their businesses (e.g. Nasir 
et al. 2017; Nawi et al. 2017). Meanwhile, others have used the model as a basis to propose 
new hypotheses about factors that drive social media use amongst entrepreneurs (e.g. Adam, 
Jizat & Noor 2016; Shokery et al. 2017). 
The Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) and the E-business Intensity–Readiness–Impact 
framework were sparingly used, with only one paper being identified in the literature review. 
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The TRA was formulated by Fishbein and Ajzen (1977). It posits that individual beliefs and 
subjective norms influence their intention and use of the technology. This was extended by 
Ajzen (1991) to include the perceived behavioural control. The E-business intensity–
readiness–impact framework by Fuchs et al. (2010) is used to study adoption at the 
organization level. They proposed that e-business at the organizational level undergoes three 
stages: readiness, intensity and impact. The model was developed on the TOE framework to 
evaluate the impact of technology adoption and use on organizations. 
TAM, TRA, and UTAUT are models that are primarily individual-oriented, which has led 
them to place significantly less importance on environmental factors, which have been shown 
to be vital in technology adoption (Kuan & Chau 2001; Mehrtens, Cragg & Mills 2001; Zhu 
& Kraemer 2005). For the DOI, however, its organization and environmental dimensions 
have been suggested to lack explanatory and prediction power due to its constrained 
constructs, which are not sufficient in investigating innovation adoption (Taherdoost 2018). 
The TOE framework includes the technology, organization and environment dimensions in 
examining the factors that drive technology adoption and use, which makes it more robust. 
The technological factors are mostly investigated based on the DOI constructs. As 
highlighted by previous studies, the constructs are similar with those derived from TAM and 
UTAUT (Rana et al. 2016; Venkatesh et al. 2003) and thus make it consistent with the 
existing theories and models. 
In addition, the existing theories place little emphasis on environmental factors. While 
UTAUT highlighted the role of social influence, which is similar to external pressure, the 
depth of the coverage does not consist of several factors that drive the entrepreneur to adopt 
technology, such as customer and competitor pressure, which have been identified to be 
paramount for SMEs (Ahani, Rahim & Nilashi 2017b; Hoti 2015; Schaupp & Bélanger 
2014). Also, the role of several environmental factors such as government regulation or 
infrastructure has not been explained by the models. This substantiates the position of 
previous studies that expressed the need to include external variables to supplement the 
existing models. These environmental factors are essential in having a better understanding of 
factors that drive technology adoption and use (Taherdoost 2018), which are also crucial at 
the individual level (e.g. Jiang, Chen & Lai 2010; Ma & Lee 2019; Schmermbeck 2019). 
Furthermore, the individual factors by the majority of the models are technology-oriented 
(e.g. performance expectancy, effort expectancy, perceived usefulness, and perceived ease of 
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use), which most times are not sufficient in explaining technology adoption and use. This has 
led to the inclusion of constructs such as habit and hedonic motivation (UTAUT2) to explore 
other factors that are vital to technology adoption and use. Studies have started to stress the 
importance of exploring factors that are independent of technology in understanding its use. 
This has led recent research to identify vital individual factors like absorptive capacity (e.g. 
Lin, Ku & Huang 2014; Mayeh, Ramayah & Popa 2014 ), self-regulation (e.g. Ma & Lee 
2019) and personality traits (Chen, Sharma & Raghav Rao 2016; Kim, Sin & Tsai 2014) 
among others, which are not accommodated in the current models.  
Baker (2012) identified a major limitation of existing theories that are used in investigating 
individual behaviours (e.g. TAM, TPB, UTAUT) to involve the localization of factors to the 
individual, whereas classic studies have stressed the need to investigate the technological and 
environmental dimensions in individual adoption (Premkumar 2003). Thus, the 
comprehensive nature of the framework makes it more applicable in investigating technology 
adoption and use at the individual level (Jiang, Chen & Lai 2010). Moreover, it has been 
suggested that the popular individual theories have been overused (Taherdoost 2018; 
Williams et al. 2009), which leads to the need to investigate the factors that drive technology 
use at the individual level by combining the strengths of individual adoption theories and the 
TOE framework (Baker 2012). This notion was corroborated by Gangwar, Date and Raoot 
(2014), who suggested the need to integrate established frameworks (e.g. TAM and DOI) into 
the TOE framework to further identify the essential factors that are vital for technology 
adoption and use.  
3.4 The TOE Framework 
The TOE framework, which was proposed by Tornatzky, Fleischer and Chakrabarti (1990), 
posits that the adoption of an innovation is influenced primarily by the technological, 
organizational, and environmental context. The framework has been extensively used to 
study innovation adoptions in IS research (e.g. Oliveira & Martins 2011; Wang, Wang & 
Yang 2010), including the use of technology by entrepreneurs/SMEs (Hoti 2015). Studies 
have primarily used TOE in studying technological innovation use by firms. This is due to 
several reasons. Firstly, TOE not only identifies factors that are responsible for adoption but 
also establishes the constructs that influences the use and implementation of technological 
innovations (Zhu & Kraemer 2005). Secondly, it is a framework with no explicit constructs 
for its implementation. This makes it appropriate to be used in studying technology adoption 
and use for different innovations and context (Gangwar, Date & Raoot 2014; Lautenbach, 
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Johnston & Adeniran-Ogundipe 2017; Wang, Wang & Yang 2010). Thirdly, the framework 
is comprehensive and contains the major dimensions of factors that influence technology 
adoption and use (Jiang, Chen & Lai 2010). This includes the technology, organization and 
environmental factors which are consistent with the Diffusion of Innovation (DOI) theory 
(Rogers 1995).  
TOE, being a framework with no specific context and construct definition, has been extended 
based on its factors to several other variations of the framework This can be seen in earlier 
studies where new variants were used to investigate technology adoption and use in 
organizations, for example, the Technology-Organization-Environment-Process framework 
(TOEP) (Ahani, Rahim & Nilashi 2017b) and the Technology-Organization-Institutional-
Natural environment framework (TOIN) (Alaraifi 2012). Also, it has been used to study 
individual adoption and use of technology, such as the Technology-Personal-Environment 
framework (TPE) (Jiang, Chen & Lai 2010) and the Technology-User-Environment 
framework (TUE) (Ma & Lee 2019). 
However, in conducting an extensive review of literature on factors that influence the 
adoption and use of social media by entrepreneurs, the broad dimensions identified were the 
technology, organization, environment and the individual factors. The factors that had already 
been studied by earlier research were categorised under the four dimensions. The ability to 
accommodate several factors under different dimensions is the major strength of the TOE, 
from which it derives its robustness. It should be noted that not all studies listed in this 
section make use of the TOE framework when exploring the factors that influence social 
media adoption and use. Nevertheless, the factors they discussed were covered under the 
dimensions identified. Based on the review of the literature, the technological factors were 
the most studied while the individual and environmental factors were sparingly investigated. 
Table 3.3 presents a summary of the factors and their respective studies. 
Table 3.3: Antecedent factors of social media adoption and use based on the reviewed 
literature 
Constructs Reference 
Technological factors  
1. Relative advantage 
(perceived usefulness/ 
performance expectancy) 
Adam, Jizat and Noor (2016); Ahani, Rahim and 
Nilashi (2017b); Gavino et al. (2019); Michaelidou, 
Siamagka and Christodoulides (2011); +Nasir et al. 
(2017); Nawi et al. (2017); Shaltoni (2017); Shokery et 
al. (2017); *Taiminen and Karjaluoto (2015); Turan 
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Constructs Reference 
and Kara (2018) 
2. Compatibility (facilitating 
conditions) 
Adam, Jizat and Noor (2016); Ahani, Rahim and 
Nilashi (2017b); Nasir et al. (2017); Odoom et al. 
(2017); Shaltoni (2017); Shokery et al. (2017) 
3. Complexity (effort 
expectancy/perceived ease 
of use) 
Adam, Jizat and Noor (2016); Ahani, Rahim and 
Nilashi (2017b); Bakri (2017); Gavino et al. (2019); 
+Nasir et al. (2017); +Shaltoni (2017); Shokery et al. 
(2017); Turan and Kara (2018) 
4. Cost Ahani, Rahim and Nilashi (2017b); Derham, Cragg and 
Morrish (2011); Michaelidou, Siamagka and 
Christodoulides (2011); Taiminen and Karjaluoto 
(2015) 
5. Perceived risk *Beier and Wagner (2016); Jambulingamis, Sumathi 
and Rajagopal (2015); Nasir et al. (2017); Nawi et al. 
(2017); Shokery et al. (2017); Wang, Pauleen and 
Zhang (2016) 
6. Perceived trust +Ainin et al. (2015); Nasir et al. (2017); Nawi et al. 
(2017); Shokery et al. (2017); Vongsraluang and 
Bhatiasevi (2017) 
7. Perceived enjoyment Nawi et al. (2017); Shokery et al. (2017) 
8. Interactivity  Ainin et al. (2015); Odoom et al. (2017) 
9. System quality Vongsraluang and Bhatiasevi (2017) 
10. Service quality Vongsraluang and Bhatiasevi (2017) 
11. Information quality +Vongsraluang and Bhatiasevi (2017) 
12.  IS integration Soto-Acosta, Popa and Palacios-Marqués (2017) 
13. Quality of social media 
technologies 
+Schaupp and Bélanger (2016) 
14. Technological context +AlSharji, Ahmad and Abu Bakar (2018) 
Organizational factors  
1. Size Fosso-Wamba and Carter (2014); Kacker and Perrigot 
(2016); Perrigot et al. (2012); Taiminen and Karjaluoto 
(2015); +Toker et al. (2016) 
2. Age Gümüs and Kütahyali (2017); Kacker and Perrigot 
(2016); Parveen, Jaafar and Ainin (2016); +Perrigot et 
al. (2012) 
3. Industry Gümüs and Kütahyali (2017); Michaelidou, Siamagka 
and Christodoulides (2011) 
4. Innovativeness Fosso-Wamba and Carter (2014); Michaelidou, 
Siamagka and Christodoulides (2011); Shaltoni (2017) 
5. Technology competence Schaupp and Bélanger (2014) 
6. Complexity  Kacker and Perrigot (2016); Michaelidou, Siamagka 
and Christodoulides (2011) 
7. Strategic orientation Dutot and Bergeron (2016) 
8. Commitment-based human 
resource practices 
Soto-Acosta, Popa and Palacios-Marqués (2017) 
9. Organizational constraints +Schaupp and Bélanger (2016) 
10. Organizational context AlSharji, Ahmad and Abu Bakar (2018) 
11. Self-efficacy Adam, Jizat and Noor (2016) 
12. Top management support Ahani, Rahim and Nilashi (2017b) 
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Constructs Reference 
13. IS knowledge of employees Ahani, Rahim and Nilashi (2017b) 
14. Manager characteristics Fernandes, Belo and Castela (2016); Fosso-Wamba and 
Carter (2014) 
Individual factors  
1. Demographic attributes Kuhn, Galloway and Collins-Williams (2016); Mack, 
Marie-Pierre and Redican (2017)  
2. Personality 
trait/characteristics 
Mandal et al. (2017); Obschonka, Fisch and Boyd 
(2017); Tata et al. (2017) 
Environmental characteristics   
1. External pressure 
 
Ahani, Rahim and Nilashi (2017b); Schaupp and 
Bélanger (2014) 
I. Customer pressure 
 
Jones (2010); Sasatanun and Charoensukmongkol 
(2016); Shaltoni (2017); Taiminen and Karjaluoto 
(2015)  
II. Competitive pressure Dutot and Bergeron (2016); Kudeshia, Sikdar and 
Mittal (2016); Schaupp and Bélanger (2016); Shaltoni 
(2017); +Soto-Acosta, Popa and Palacios-Marqués 
(2017); Toker et al. (2016)  
III. Stakeholder pressure Schaupp and Bélanger (2016) 
IV. Social influences Adam, Jizat and Noor (2016); Pentina, Koh and Le 
(2012); Shokery et al. (2017); Turan and Kara (2018) 
2. Government regulation and 
legal procedures 
Jambulingamis, Sumathi and Rajagopal (2015); 
+Schaupp and Bélanger (2016) 
3. Environmental context AlSharji, Ahmad and Abu Bakar (2018) 
4. Others  Ahani, Rahim and Nilashi (2017b); Kacker and 
Perrigot (2016); Schaupp and Bélanger (2014) 
* denotes negative support while + means no support found 
3.4.1 Technological Factors 
Technological factors have been explained differently based on previous studies. A stream of 
research explains it regarding new technology that is available to the firm (Wang, Wang & 
Yang 2010; Zhu & Kraemer 2005). The second stream explained it as the perceived 
characteristics of the innovation (i.e. new technology) (Ngai, Tao & Moon 2015; Tornatzky, 
Fleischer & Chakrabarti 1990). Studies on social media and entrepreneurship have 
investigated the technological factors in light of both the innovation characteristics and 
perceived characteristics. 
Technological factors under the TOE framework have primarily been investigated under the 
constructs of the DOI theory by Rogers (1995). The factors have been classified into the five 
categories of relative advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability and observability. 
However, previous studies have shown that relative advantage, compatibility, and complexity 
are consistently associated with adoption (Jeyaraj, Rottman & Lacity 2006; Tornatzky & 
Klein 1982), and are in tandem with the adoption of technologies by entrepreneurs/SMEs 
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(Hoti 2015). Based on the review of literature on social media and entrepreneurs, it was 
found that trialability and observability were not identified as factors that influence the 
adoption and use of social media platforms. However, new factors were identified from the 
review of the literature and will also be discussed in the following sections. 
Relative advantage (performance expectancy, perceived usefulness): Relative advantage is 
explained as the “degree to which an innovation is better than the existing practice” (Rogers 
1995, p. 216). Studies have shown that relative advantage is similar to perceived usefulness 
(TAM) and performance expectancy (UTAUT) (Rana et al. 2016; Venkatesh et al. 2003). 
Entrepreneurial studies on social media have also found that social media is primarily 
adopted and used due to the benefits it has on businesses (Michaelidou, Siamagka & 
Christodoulides 2011). As noted by Ahani, Rahim and Nilashi (2017b), the relative 
advantage that social media offers drives its adoption among SMEs. The usefulness of the 
platforms has been discussed by studies, where they highlighted its role on entrepreneurial 
activities such as marketing (Au & Anthony 2016; de Vries, Veer & de Vries 2018; 
Stankovska, Josimovski & Edwards 2016), while also contributing positive value to 
entrepreneurial business (Schaupp & Bélanger 2014; Stockdale, Ahmed & Scheepers 2012). 
However, other studies (e.g. Beier & Wagner 2016; Taiminen & Karjaluoto 2015) found that 
the perceived usefulness of social media platforms has a negative impact on its adoption and 
use. The negative impact is due to the lack of knowledge on how to use the platforms 
(Taiminen & Karjaluoto 2015), and thus might blur the benefits derived from them. 
Compatibility (Facilitating conditions): Compatibility is “the degree to which an innovation 
is perceived as consistent with the existing values, past experiences, and needs of potential 
adopters” (Rogers 1995, p. 224). Facilitating conditions (UTAUT) have been identified to 
overlap with compatibility (Rana et al. 2016); hence they will be discussed together. For 
entrepreneurs, the compatibility of social media means that such tools must be able to 
integrate seamlessly with existing processes and technologies (Guesalaga 2016). Social 
media has been seen to be compatible with entrepreneurs’ existing processes of interaction 
with clients (Charoensukmongkol & Sasatanun 2017; Harrigan & Miles 2014) and with 
advertisement practices (Ha et al. 2016; Jones 2010). Previous studies consistently suggest 
that social media is compatible with current entrepreneur business practices and thus the 
literature presents this factor as a positive influence on social media adoption and use (e.g. 
Ahani, Rahim & Nilashi 2017b; Odoom et al. 2017; Shaltoni 2017). 
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Complexity (perceived ease of use/effort expectancy): Complexity as explained by Rogers 
(1995, p. 242) “is the degree to which an innovation is perceived as relatively difficult to 
understand and use”. Studies have discussed the similarity between complexity and 
constructs from other theories such as perceived ease of use (TAM) and effort expectancy 
(UTAUT) to discuss the simplicity level of innovations (Rana et al. 2016; Venkatesh et al. 
2003). The level of the complexity of technology innovation is key to its adoption and 
proliferation of its use (Jeyaraj, Rottman & Lacity 2006). The literature on entrepreneurship 
and innovation has confirmed the importance of ease of technology use as a determinant in 
adoption and use (Hoti 2015). Social media, due to its proliferation, has been found to be 
easy to learn and utilize by entrepreneurs in their businesses (Bakri 2017; Turan & Kara 
2018). While individual social media platforms may require little prior knowledge, issues do 
emerge when selecting between different platforms. This has led to an increase in the use of 
social media platforms by entrepreneurs in recent years (Sensis 2017; Yellow 2018). Other 
studies (e.g. Gavino et al. 2019) have found that the perceived ease of use of social media 
drives its use among entrepreneurs. However, studies have reported the negative influence of 
complexity on adoption and use of social media because the entrepreneurs may not know 
which platforms would best suit their needs, or which to start with (Bakri 2017; McCann & 
Barlow 2015; Taiminen & Karjaluoto 2015). While the majority of the studies have found a 
significant influence of complexity on social media adoption and use among entrepreneurs, 
some studies found no effect of complexity on social media use (Nasir et al. 2017; Shaltoni 
2017). 
Cost: Tornatzky and Klein (1982) highlighted the role of cost to be critical in technological 
adoption. This is consistent with adoption and use of technological innovations in SMEs, 
where cost has consistently been identified as an inhibitor due to the high initial expense 
required to implement it in their business (Hoti 2015). Social media platforms such as 
Facebook and Instagram may have an advantage over other business technologies as they can 
be used by entrepreneurs in their businesses at no or minimum cost. This means that for SM, 
cost is a postive and vital driver for their adoption and use (Derham, Cragg & Morrish 2011). 
However, in reality, costs are incurred when the platforms are used for specific activities such 
as placing advertisements and conducting polls. These specific costs have been identified to 
be a significant inhibitor (Taiminen & Karjaluoto 2015), which has been found to drive 
businesses away from implementing social media (Sensis 2017).  
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Perceived risk: Perceived risk is the feeling of uncertainty about the negative impact of using 
a product/service (Featherman & Pavlou 2003). In social media and entrepreneur studies, it 
has been operationalized as the perception that entrepreneurs have towards the uncertainties 
that arise from using the platforms in their businesses (Nawi et al. 2017). SMEs use social 
media for their business activities, which however comes with its inherent risks such as data 
loss and identity theft. Studies on the role of perceived risk in influencing social media 
adoption and use have been contradictive. On the one hand, the majority of the studies report 
the negative influence of perceived risk on the adoption and use of the platforms by SMEs in 
their business activities (e.g. Beier & Wagner 2016; Jambulingamis, Sumathi & Rajagopal 
2015; Wang, Pauleen & Zhang 2016). On the other hand, the study of Nawi et al. (2017) on 
Malaysian entrepreneurs found that perceived risk positively influences the use of social 
media for their businesses. The differences are explained by the samples, as the study of 
Nawi et al. (2017) made use of student entrepreneurs with 92% of the respondents being 
under the age of 25 (the “internet generation”), and thus have been exposed to the platforms 
and have a better understanding of the inherent risks.  
Perceived trust: Trust, as explained by Chung and Kwon (2009), implies that an entity has a 
feeling of security and depends willingly on someone. On social media, it entails that the 
SMEs trust the activities of the providers of the social media platform and also the content 
that is gained from them (Ainin et al. 2015; Nawi et al. 2017). Entrepreneurs have been found 
to seek information on the platforms regarding their business activities (Kuhn, Galloway & 
Collins-Williams 2016; Nylander & Rudström 2011), and therefore trust the source of 
information. While perceived trust has been reported to be vital for the adoption and use of 
social media platforms, the study of Ainin et al. (2015) reported no effect of trust on social 
media use among SMEs, since most of the platforms are well known. 
Perceived enjoyment: Perceived enjoyment, according to Teo and Noyes (2011), is the 
degree to which the use of technology is envisaged to be enjoyable. It is a relatively 
understudied construct in social media and SMEs. This can be primarily attributed to the 
reason that social media is used to improve their business processes and activities and not for 
leisure. Nevertheless, the study of Nawi et al. (2017) found that perceived enjoyment had a 
strong positive influence on social media adoption and use among entrepreneurs. 
Interactivity: A primary characteristic of social media is its ability to support interactions 
between the business and client, as well as between the clients themselves. The interactive 
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nature of the platforms allows for two-way communication, which makes them “social”. For 
SMEs, interactivity is a crucial factor for the adoption and use of social media platforms 
(Ainin et al. 2015; Odoom et al. 2017). This is vital as it allows for nurturing and building 
client relationships (Shih, Lin & Luarn 2014; Stockdale, Ahmed & Scheepers 2012). It also 
supports networking activities for entrepreneurs (Fischer & Reuber 2011; Smith, Smith & 
Shaw 2017), which allows them to interact with other business owners, thus leading to 
partnerships (Quinton & Wilson 2016), and aid in mobilizing vital resources that are used in 
their businesses (Drummond, McGrath & O'Toole 2018; Wang, Pauleen & Zhang 2016). 
Other factors have been investigated by previous studies. Using the Delone and Mclean 
success model (Delone & McLean 2003), Vongsraluang and Bhatiasevi (2017) investigated 
the role of system quality, service quality and information quality of social media platforms in 
influencing Thailand SMEs to adopt and use the platforms. It was seen that both the system 
quality and service quality have a positive influence, with information quality having no 
effect on the adoption of the platforms. Also, the quality of the social media technologies 
possessed at the disposal of the SMEs has been reported to not influence the use of the 
platforms (Schaupp & Bélanger 2016). Instead, it is the ability of the SMEs to integrate the 
social media with their existing software and platforms that are crucial for its adoption, 
according to Soto-Acosta, Popa and Palacios-Marqués (2017). The study of AlSharji, Ahmad 
and Abu Bakar (2018) implemented the technological context as a formative construct 
comprising DOI constructs, and it was seen that it has no significant influence on the decision 
to use social media by SMEs. 
3.4.2 Organizational Factors 
Organizational factors describe the characteristics of the organization (Wang, Wang & Yang 
2010; Zhu & Kraemer 2005). Tornatzky, Fleischer and Chakrabarti (1990) stated the 
importance of the organizational factors to the adoption of technology. The factors have been 
well studied for social media adoption by SMEs and will be discussed under the 
organizational and management-related characteristics.  
Organization characteristics: Earlier research on organizational characteristics influencing 
social media adoption has identified several antecedents. Organizational demographic 
characteristics (e.g. age, size, and industry) have been found to be crucial to the use of social 
media by SMEs. Age has been found to significantly influence the use of social media by 
SMEs, with younger businesses adopting and making more use of the platforms (Gümüs & 
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Kütahyali 2017; Kacker & Perrigot 2016). However, Perrigot et al. (2012) in their study of 
franchise chains reported no influence of age on the use of social media on SMEs, where they 
argued that the proliferation of the platforms makes them easy to use by all organizations 
regardless of their ages. While Toker et al. (2016) found no impact on the size of SMEs on 
social media adoption and use, other studies have consistently found a significant influence of 
size on social media use (e.g. Fosso-Wamba & Carter 2014; Kacker & Perrigot 2016; 
Perrigot et al. 2012 ; Taiminen & Karjaluoto 2015). This is supported by practitioner 
literature, where surveys of Australian businesses over the years have consistently shown that 
large businesses have a higher use rate of social media compared to SMEs (Sensis 2015, 
2016, 2017; Yellow 2018). The industry of the SMEs has been shown to influence the use of 
social media platforms in carrying out their activities (Gümüs & Kütahyali 2017; Yellow 
2018). 
Other studies have investigated the role of organizational characteristics in influencing the 
adoption and use of social media by SMEs. The innovativeness of the organization is vital in 
impacting the decision to adopt and use social media by SMEs (Fosso-Wamba & Carter 
2014; Shaltoni 2017). The SMEs’ innovativeness helps them to make maximal use of the 
platforms to drive innovation in their businesses (Candi et al. 2018; Crammond et al. 2018; 
Papa et al. 2018). In addition, the complexity of the organization inhibits the adoption and use 
of social media by SMEs (Kacker & Perrigot 2016; Michaelidou, Siamagka & 
Christodoulides 2011). The more complex the SME is, the more difficult it is to use social 
media due to the several levels of decision making that are involved in its use in the 
organization. Other studies have investigated several organizational characteristics discussed 
earlier as a single construct; e.g. organizational constraints (Schaupp & Bélanger 2016) and 
organizational context (AlSharji, Ahmad & Abu Bakar 2018) in exploring their influence on 
social media adoption and use.  
The availability of resources is crucial to the use of technology by SMEs. Previous studies 
have shown that SMEs are mostly short of resources, the lack of which inhibits their adoption 
and use of technology (Hoti 2015; Taiminen & Karjaluoto 2015). On social media, studies 
have identified the importance of the inadequacy of resources such as knowledge and finance 
as significant inhibitors of the use of the platforms (Michaelidou, Siamagka & 
Christodoulides 2011; Sumathi, Jambulingam & Rajagopal 2015). The study of Fischer and 
Reuber (2011) drew attention to the role of perceived time affordability of SMEs to predict 
their social interactions on Twitter.  
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As a whole, Dutot and Bergeron (2016) reported that an organization’s strategic orientation 
influences the use of social media through their entrepreneurial, customer and technological 
orientation. Concerning customer orientation, Ha et al. (2016) highlighted the critical role of 
customer endorsement and promotion information for social media marketing. Similar 
findings such as customer engagement (Harrigan & Miles 2014; Shih, Lin & Luarn 2014) 
have been highlighted to drive social media adoption. The technological orientation of the 
organization such as the IT knowledge of the employees (Ahani, Rahim & Nilashi 2017b), 
and the technology competency (self-efficacy) of the organization, impact the decision to use 
social media by the SMEs (Adam, Jizat & Noor 2016; Schaupp & Bélanger 2014), i.e. if the 
entrepreneurial business does not have the required skills to deploy social media, this will 
inhibit its use for their activities.  
Management-related factors: The management of the organization is essential to 
technology adoption and use (Lautenbach, Johnston & Adeniran-Ogundipe 2017; Li et al. 
2018; Premkumar & Roberts 1999). Top management support has consistently been 
associated with the use of technology in small businesses (Hoti 2015; Premkumar & Roberts 
1999). Ahani, Rahim and Nilashi (2017b) identified the importance of top management 
support in the adoption of social media in SMEs, where it is crucial for the efficient 
deployment of the platforms. The managerial characteristics (e.g. age and education level) 
were also identified to influence the use of social media in SMEs. Managers were found to be 
one of the essential factors in social media adoption and use by organizations (Guinan, Parise 
& Rollag 2014; Taiminen & Karjaluoto 2015). They are important because the strategy 
deployed by the manager will either inhibit or enhance the integration and deployment of 
social media in the organization (Ahani, Rahim & Nilashi 2017b; Brink 2017; Fernandes, 
Belo & Castela 2016). The manager’s activities influence other sections of the SMEs such as 
the human resource department, where their practices have been discussed by Soto-Acosta, 
Popa and Palacios-Marqués (2017) to determine the extent to which social media is used in 
driving innovation. 
3.4.3 Individual Entrepreneur Factors 
Individual factors are those that are influenced by the nature/characteristics of the person 
using the technological innovation, such as personality traits and demographic characteristics. 
In prior IS literature, individual factors have been identified to be paramount to technology 
adoption and use (e.g. Lee et al. 2012; Ma & Lee 2019; Park, Suh & Yang 2007; 
Schmermbeck 2019), which also holds true for social media adoption and use by 
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entrepreneurs. While individual factors are not part of the traditional TOE framework as 
stated in the earlier part of this section, its factors were found based on the systematic review 
of the literature on social media and entrepreneurs/SMEs. The factors influence individuals’ 
decisions to adopt and use social media for their business activities and will be discussed in 
the following sections. 
Demographic characteristics: The demographic attributes (e.g. experience, gender) of 
entrepreneurs have been reported to influence their adoption and use of social media. The 
study of Kuhn, Galloway and Collins-Williams (2016) reported that female entrepreneurs are 
more likely to make use of social media in their businesses for activities such as information 
searching. This was supported by Mack, Marie-Pierre and Redican (2017), who attributed 
female use of the platforms to improve their business as they use a more diverse range of 
applications. Mack, Marie-Pierre and Redican (2017) highlighted the role of entrepreneurial 
experience in the number of social media platforms used by entrepreneurs by reporting that 
experienced entrepreneurs use more social media platforms, due to their entrepreneurial 
cognitive ability.  
Personality traits: The personality types of individuals have been identified to influence 
their use of social media (Bachrach et al. 2012; Hossain, Dwivedi, et al. 2018; Schwartz et al. 
2013). For entrepreneurs, Mandal et al. (2017) highlighted the role of entrepreneur 
personality traits, where conscientiousness and spontaneousness traits were found to 
influence social media use positively. Tata et al. (2017) reported that entrepreneurs show 
more positive and less negative emotion on social media than other people on the platforms. 
In a similar study where differences between superstar managers and entrepreneurs were 
investigated, Obschonka, Fisch and Boyd (2017) discovered that superstar entrepreneurs had 
a lower level of agreeableness and a higher level of openness compared to superstar 
managers. 
3.4.4 Environmental Factors 
Environmental factors have been identified in studies that explore the context in which 
different businesses and organisation operate (Tornatzky, Fleischer & Chakrabarti 1990; 
Wang, Wang & Yang 2010). This can include external environmental factors such as 
government policies, legislation and external pressure.  
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External pressure: External pressure is the pressure that an organization faces from the 
business environment to adopt/use a technology (Kuan & Chau 2001; Mehrtens, Cragg & 
Mills 2001). It has been identified as a significant factor that influences technology adoption 
among SMEs (Hoti 2015; Premkumar 2003; Premkumar & Roberts 1999). External pressure 
can emanate from customers, competitors, stakeholders and people close to the entrepreneurs 
(social influences). Customer pressure, which is exerted by the clients of SMEs, has been 
reported to be a primary factor in the use of social media for their business activities. 
Customers now request SMEs to transact with them on social media platforms (Shaltoni 
2017; Taiminen & Karjaluoto 2015). This has led SMEs to respond to the need of using 
social media to perform their activities and also build customer relationships on such 
platforms (Sasatanun & Charoensukmongkol 2016) in order not to lose their key clients, who 
are essential for their survival (Durkin, McGowan & McKeown 2013). Competitor pressure 
is exerted on SMEs from other businesses in their environment. It has been a strong predictor 
of technology adoption and use by SMEs (Hoti 2015).  
SMEs use social media for their businesses due to the pressure from their competitors, whose 
use of the platforms has led to having improved share in the customer market (Schaupp & 
Bélanger 2016; Shaltoni 2017; Toker et al. 2016). The use of the platforms by SMEs is an 
important avenue through which they retain their competitive advantage in the market (Jones 
2010). According to the study of Schaupp and Bélanger (2016), stakeholder pressure is 
exerted by the internal stakeholders (i.e. people that own a part in the business), which 
compels the SMEs to use social media for their business activities. Also, social influence has 
been found to drive social media use by SMEs. Influence is derived from individuals that are 
close to the businesses, such as family, friends or peers (Pentina, Koh & Le 2012; Turan & 
Kara 2018). AlSharji, Ahmad and Abu Bakar (2018) studied the environmental context as a 
formative construct that is made up of the customer, competitive and bandwagon pressure 
(everybody is using it/social influences), which were found to influence social media 
adoption and use by SMEs positively. 
Other factors that have been identified by previous studies include government regulation and 
legal procedures, which previous research has found influences the use of social media. 
According to Kacker and Perrigot (2016), a key reason for the adoption of social media 
platforms by SMEs is to establish the legitimacy of their ventures, which is vital to business 
success.  
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3.5 Theoretical Models in Investigating Opportunity Recognition  
Research on the impact of social media on entrepreneur business has mainly been situated 
around the performance of the firm itself as well as the innovation used within the 
organization. The impact of social media had been researched via a number of theories 
including dynamic capabilities theory (DCs) (e.g. Cheng & Shiu 2019; Guha, Harrigan & 
Soutar 2018; Odoom & Mensah 2019) and the resource-based view theory (RBV) (e.g. 
Schaupp & Bélanger 2014; Sigfusson & Chetty 2013; Tajvidi & Karami 2017). However, 
these theories are not applicable in studying opportunity recognition because they are 
primarily oriented to investigate innovation, performance and competitiveness of 
organizations. This leads to the need to study related opportunity recognition models in 
investigating how entrepreneurs recognize opportunities on social media platforms.  
Opportunity recognition has been discussed as the process and activities that are carried out 
by the entrepreneur prior to the founding of the venture and then carried throughout the life of 
the venture (Singh et al. 1999; Singh 2000). This explanation incorporates the entrepreneurial 
opportunity process that occurs right from the time the entrepreneur recognizes the 
opportunity. These include the source of the opportunity and the factors that influence the 
recognition and exploitation of the opportunity. Studies that have explored the opportunity 
recognition process have identified several models, which can be broadly categorized into 
two, namely the process-oriented and the factor-oriented models (e.g. Ardichvili, Cardozo & 
Ray 2003; Ardichvili & Cardozo 2000; George et al. 2016; Hansen, Monllor & Shrader 2016; 
Lumpkin & Lichtenstein 2005; Wood & McKinley 2010).  
The process-oriented models aim to discuss the opportunity process based on the phases that 
an entrepreneur will go through from recognizing the opportunity to its exploitation 
(Lumpkin & Lichtenstein 2005; Wood & McKinley 2010). Lumpkin and Lichtenstein (2005) 
reported that opportunity recognition goes through the discovery phase (preparation, 
incubation and insight) to the formation phase (evaluation and elaboration). The Wood and 
McKinley (2010) model explained the process of recognizing opportunity, based on the 
creation view; i.e. opportunities are created by the entrepreneurs. In their opinion, the process 
of opportunity objectification to its enactment (exploitation) is moderated by the 
entrepreneur’s reputation and social circle (Wood & McKinley 2010).  
The factor-oriented models, including the framework of Ardichvili and Cardozo (2000), 
identified education, experience, prior knowledge, entrepreneur alertness and networks as 
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crucial factors influencing successful opportunity recognition. The model was later extended 
to include personality traits as a key factor (Ardichvili, Cardozo & Ray 2003). Hansen, 
Monllor and Shrader (2016) further developed the model of opportunity elements, where they 
identified four broad factors (personality, behaviour, cognitive, and environmental) which 
influence how entrepreneurs recognize opportunity and its impact on the entrepreneur’s 
business.  
The process-oriented and factor-oriented models’ weakness lies in them being focused on 
either exploring how an opportunity is recognized or the influencing factors respectively. 
This allows for only a part of the opportunity recognition process to be investigated, and thus 
the concept is not fully understood. For instance, the majority of the studies investigating 
opportunity through the process lens are primarily qualitative (e.g. Cao, Liu & Cao 2014; 
Galanakis & Giourka 2017; Hannibal, Evers & Servais 2016; Yitshaki & Kropp 2016) and 
are based on interviews and case studies, whereas those investigating the factors that drive 
opportunity recognition have mostly been empirical (e.g. Benitez, Llorens & Braojos 2018; 
Glavas, Mathews & Bianchi 2016; Guo et al. 2017; Shu, Ren & Zheng 2018; Song et al. 
2017). Therefore, this study used the process and factor oriented models to have a holistic 
view of opportunity recognition by combining the strengths of both approaches. 
3.6 Opportunity Recognition Framework 
In combining the strength of both approaches, George et al. (2016), in their review of 180 
articles relating to opportunity, proposed the opportunity recognition framework as seen in 
Figure 3.1. The author saw the framework as a process model. However, the framework in 
the view of the research is drawing both the process and factor model together to form a 
holistic framework. The framework details the process of recognizing opportunity by 
acknowledging that specific antecedents (factors) allow an entrepreneur to find potential 
opportunities. The found opportunities are not spontaneously exploited, but there exist other 
activities that facilitate the enactment of such opportunities. The factors that impact 
opportunity recognition were also reported. Building on their review of literature, six vital 
factors (systematic search, alertness, social capital, environmental condition, cognition and 
prior knowledge) were reported to influence opportunity recognition.  
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The opportunity recognition framework of George et al. (2016) will be used in this study due 
to three reasons. Firstly, it encompasses both the discovery and creation views of opportunity, 
which are vital to entrepreneurs on social media. Social media is a massive repository of data. 
Entrepreneur cognition and prior experience (knowledge) have been documented to influence 
their use of such platforms (Mack, Marie-Pierre & Redican 2017). These factors are essential 
to opportunity discovery (discovery view) (Baron 2006; Ucbasaran, Westhead & Wright 
2009). IT tools (e.g. social media), according to Benitez, Llorens and Braojos (2018), allow 
for experimentation. Social media, due to the number of people on the platforms, supports the 
observation of consumers and markets. Both experimentation and observation are central to 
the opportunity creation view (Alvarez & Barney 2007). Moreover, the platforms, due to their 
simplicity and intuitiveness, do not require an entrepreneur to be very skilled to make use of 
them for their necessary activities like systematic searches, and thus support their opportunity 
recognition.  
Secondly, the framework combines both the strength of the factors and process-oriented 
models. This is achieved by including the notion that there exist other activities between the 
opportunity recognition and the opportunity exploitation phases, which were represented as 
analyses in their framework. In the framework proposed by Wood and McKinley (2010), they 
noted that for an opportunity to be exploited, it should be affected by the entrepreneur’s 
social circle and reputation. This notion was further explained in the light of other literature 
that stressed on the importance of the entrepreneur’s social and human capital in mobilizing 
resources that will aid in opportunity exploitation (Bhagavatula et al. 2010; Haynie, Shepherd 
 
Figure 3.1: Opportunity recognition framework (George et al. 2016) 
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& McMullen 2009). This has equally been posited with respect to social media, where 
Nambisan and Zahra (2016) stated that the relationship between entrepreneur opportunity 
recognition and its exploitation is positively moderated by the ability to mobilize resources. 
Based on this, it is evident that resource mobilization is an essential step between opportunity 
recognition and exploitation, which is catered for in this framework.  
Thirdly, the factors identified in the framework are firmly grounded in the literature due to 
the extensive review carried out by the authors (i.e. George et al. (2016)). This ensured they 
covered the significant factors that drive opportunity recognition. For instance, Ardichvili, 
Cardozo and Ray (2003) and Ardichvili and Cardozo (2000) do not believe that search is a 
factor in recognizing opportunities. They argued that the role of a purposeful search is 
limited, as opportunities are found unexpectedly (Chandler, DeTienne & Lyon 2002; Murphy 
2011). This is in contrast with a significant portion of the opportunity literature, which 
believes that search is a critical component of opportunity recognition (e.g. Fiet 2007; Fiet & 
Patel 2008; Westhead, Ucbasaran & Wright 2009). Social capital was also discussed, and 
given alternative terms, (e.g. social networks/networking/social ties/networks) in other 
literature (e.g. Shu, Ren & Zheng 2018; Song et al. 2017; Xiang et al. 2017). Factors such as 
prior knowledge and alertness were explicitly discussed in their framework, whereas Hansen, 
Monllor and Shrader (2016) categorized them as personal factors. While they combined both 
cognition and personality traits as a single factor, cognition can instead be seen as a generic 
word, which is made up of several other entrepreneurial characteristics such as the need for 
achievement, locus of control, self-efficacy, overconfidence, optimism and other behavioural 
factors. These factors have been well documented in entrepreneur literature (e.g. Baron 2006; 
Garbuio et al. 2018; Hsieh & Kelley 2016; Neneh 2019). 
The works of George et al. (2016) and Hansen, Monllor and Shrader (2016) have discussed in 
detail the factors that drive opportunity recognition, which has been summarised in the 
discussion above. The six factors from the opportunity recognition framework (George et al. 
2016) are adopted in this study. Ultimately, since the study aims to investigate how social 
media influences entrepreneur opportunity recognition, it is important to understand both the 
factors and processes involved. To achieve that, interviews will be conducted to explore the 
process of opportunity recognition, followed by a survey to validate the findings empirically. 
This will only be possible by using the opportunity recognition framework, which allows for 
both. 
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3.7 Justification for Using Two Frameworks 
This research, therefore, draws together the TOE and the Opportunity Recognitions 
frameworks as the basis for examining Social Media use by entrepreneurs. As TOE is a 
theory that investigates the factors that drive the adoption/use of technological innovation, it 
provides the framework for looking at what may influence the adoption of social media as a 
technological implementation within an emerging entrepreneurial business. However, this 
study also explores the outcome of the use of social media, specifically in relation to the 
recognition of new opportunities for entrepreneurs. Thus, there is a need to combine TOE and 
Opportunity recognition formworks as an underpinning theory for this study.  
Mayer and Sparrowe (2013) gave four different reasons to use two different theories. This 
includes using two theories in explaining a singular phenomenon from a different 
perspective, homogenizing two diverse streams of research, addressing related phenomena 
based on a related set of predicting factors, and addressing different phenomena but 
generating new insights when used together. Building on the need to generate new insights, 
studies have investigated the factors that influence the use of specific technologies by 
organizations and the impact they have on such businesses (e.g.Ahmad, Abu Bakar & Ahmad 
2019; Ainin et al. 2015; Parveen, Jaafar & Ainin 2016; Schaupp & Bélanger 2014; Tajudeen, 
Jaafar & Ainin 2018). In conducting their research, the studies primarily made use of two 
theories. The first theory used in investigating the factors that drive adoption/use, while the 
second examines the impact of the technology. Several studies have made use of the TOE 
framework alongside other theories (primarily resource-based view of the firm) to study the 
use and impact of technology as shown in Table 3.4. To the best of the researcher’s 
knowledge, there have only been a few studies that investigated the factors that drive social 
media use among entrepreneurs (from the individual perspective) (e.g. Gavino et al. 2019; 
Nawi et al. 2017), and even fewer that empirically investigated opportunity recognition on 
social media platforms (e.g. Mumi, Ciuchta & Yang 2018). The researcher did not see any 
study that sought to understand the factors that drive social media use and how such use 
influences entrepreneur opportunity recognition. It is therefore proposed that using the TOE 
alongside an opportunity recognition model will enable further understanding of the role of 
social media in opportunity recognition. 
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Table 3.4: Studies that used TOE and other theories to investigate technology use and impact in organizations 
Reference Country Innovation  Other theory 
(ies) used 
Technology 
factors 
Organization 
factors 
Environment 
factors 
Impact 
Zhu and 
Kraemer 
(2005) 
United 
States 
and nine 
other 
countries 
E-business Resource-
based view 
Technology 
competence 
Size, 
International scope, 
Financial 
commitment 
Competitive 
pressure, 
Regulatory support 
E-business value 
Soto-Acosta, 
Popa and 
Palacios-
Marqués 
(2016) 
Spain E-business Knowledge-
based view 
IS integration  Commitment-based 
HR practices 
*Competition *Firm 
performance 
Sinkovics and 
Kim (2014) 
Taiwan Supply chain 
electronic 
collaboration 
Resource-
based view 
Contingency 
theory 
IT advancement *Customer 
orientation, 
Buyer dependence 
Context of culture, 
Environmental 
uncertainty 
Relational 
performance 
Intan Salwani 
et al. (2009) 
Malaysia E-commerce Resource-
based view, 
E-value model 
Technology 
competence 
 
*Firm size,  
Firm scope, 
Web-technology 
investment, 
*Managerial 
beliefs 
*Regulatory support, 
Pressure intensity 
Business 
performance 
Ruivo, 
Oliveira and 
Neto (2014) 
Portugal Enterprise 
resource 
planning 
system 
Resource-
based view 
Compatibility, 
Complexity
+
, 
Efficiency 
Best practices, 
Training 
Competitive 
Pressure 
ERP-value 
Reference Country Innovation  Other theory 
(ies) used 
Technology 
factors 
Organization 
factors 
Environment 
factors 
Impact 
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Picoto, 
Bélanger and 
Palma-dos-
Reis (2014) 
Portugal M-business Resource-
based view 
Relative 
advantage, 
Compatibility* 
Complexity* 
Technology 
competence, 
Technology 
integration, 
Managerial 
obstacles 
Competitive 
pressure, 
Partner pressure, 
Mobile environment 
Performance 
Schaupp and 
Bélanger 
(2014) 
United 
States 
Social media Resource-
based view 
Technology 
competence 
Customer pressure Competitive 
pressure, 
Mobile environment 
Internal 
operations, 
Marketing,  
Customer service, 
Sales 
Li et al. (2018)  Audit analytics  Technology 
competence, IT 
complexity* 
Management 
support, size* 
Professional help*, 
standards 
Performance 
Bi (2017) Australia E-supply chain Resource-
based view 
IT infrastructure Business 
partnerships 
Customer power SME performance 
Ahani, Rahim 
and Nilashi 
(2017a) 
Malaysia 
 
Social CRM Resource-
based view 
Cost,  
Relative 
advantage, 
Compatibility, 
*Complexity 
Top management 
support, 
IS knowledge of 
employee 
Customer pressure, 
*Government 
support 
Performance 
Pateli and 
Mikalef 
(2017) 
Greece 
and 
Cyprus 
Social media Configuration 
theory 
Social media 
richness 
Firm size, 
Breadth of 
knowledge, Search 
Competition 
intensity,  
Intellectual property 
protection 
Innovation 
performance 
*denotes no support, + means negative influence 
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3.8 Developing the Initial Research Model  
Most of the studies on social media and the entrepreneur have investigated the factors that 
drive its adoption. However, Shih and Venkatesh (2004) noted that while understanding the 
factors that drive innovation adoption is important, the investigation of their “use” is more 
crucial, as it influences the outcome of the innovation. In light of this, the determinants that 
influence social media use and its influence on opportunity recognition are explored. To 
achieve this, a conceptual model is proposed. The model was developed based on the TOE 
and opportunity recognition frameworks, which have been reviewed earlier. A derived 
skeletal framework is shown in Figure 3.2. The determinant factors were examined based on 
the TOE framework (Tornatzky, Fleischer & Chakrabarti 1990), while the outcome was 
based on the opportunity recognition framework (George et al. 2016). 
In applying the TOE framework, the individual context is being studied i.e. the owner of the 
small business. While previous research has suggested that the TOE framework is primarily 
suitable for investigating technology adoption and use in organizational contexts (Oliveira & 
Martins 2011), this position has been challenged by a number of studies (Baker 2012; 
Gangwar, Date & Raoot 2014; Jiang, Chen & Lai 2010). Studies have discussed its 
applicability to individuals and therefore suggested its use in investigating individual 
technology adoption and use factors. This has led to studies adapting the framework towards 
individuals, such as the technology-personal-environment framework (TPE) (Jiang, Chen & 
Lai 2010) and the technology-user-environment framework (TUE) (Ma & Lee 2019). As the 
TOE framework has been modified in these ways, there has been an increase in the number 
of studies using the framework to investigate individual adoption and use of technological 
innovations (e.g. Lin, Ku & Huang 2014; Ma & Lee 2019; Safari et al. 2015; Schmermbeck 
2019). This research also studied the TOE framework with respect to individuals.  
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The determinants part of the model posits that entrepreneurs use social media under the 
influence of certain factors that are featured in the TOE framework. Technological factors are 
important for the use of social media. Based on the reviewed literature, as seen in Table 3.3, 
fourteen technological factors were identified to have an influence on social media use, which 
are used in the initial model. Compatibility, complexity and relative advantage, which are 
constructs from the DOI theory (Rogers 1995), have been consistently linked to technological 
adoption and use (Hoti 2015; Jeyaraj, Rottman & Lacity 2006) and were considered for the 
initial model. The interactivity feature and its cost are the fundamental reasons for social 
media adoption and use. This refers to the ability of entrepreneurs to interact with their clients 
to drive value creation in their businesses (Lehmkuhl & Jung 2013; Stockdale, Ahmed & 
Scheepers 2012) at relatively low cost. Social media availability almost for free is an 
important determinant of its adoption and use (Ahani, Rahim & Nilashi 2017b; Taiminen & 
Karjaluoto 2015). Other factors such as perceived risk, perceived trust, perceived enjoyment, 
success factors (system quality, service quality and information quality) and IS integration 
have been found to have mixed effects. Nevertheless, technological factors play a vital role in 
the use of social media by entrepreneurs. 
Individual characteristics have significant influence on the use of social media (Ngai, Tao & 
Moon 2015). Similarly, for entrepreneurs, it was seen that there are several personal 
characteristics that affect their use of the platforms based on the review of the literature. 
Unlike the technological factors, the individual factors have not been extensively studied, 
although factors such as demographic attributes (e.g. Mack, Marie-Pierre & Redican 2017) 
 
Figure 3.2: A skeletal framework of the research model 
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and personality traits (e.g. Mandal et al. 2017) had been highlighted by a few studies, as seen 
in Table 3.3. The role of individual factors needs to be further explored in understanding 
other factors that are crucial to the use of social media by entrepreneurs. The personality traits 
and demographic attributes were included in the initial research model based on the review of 
literature.  
Environmental factors are vital to social media use among entrepreneurs. A crucial factor that 
drives social media adoption and use among entrepreneurs is external pressure, which can be 
from their competitors or customers (Ahani, Rahim & Nilashi 2017b; Augar & Zeleznikow 
2014; Schaupp & Bélanger 2014). This compels the entrepreneur to use social media for their 
business activities to remain competitive. Similarly, government regulations are crucial for 
the use of social media. Governmental policies and legal procedures give a framework and 
set of guidelines that must be followed by entrepreneurs using the platforms for their 
businesses, and need to be complied with to access government business initiatives like loans 
or grants. External pressure and government regulations were the most significant 
environmental factors that influence social media use amongst entrepreneurs (Olanrewaju et 
al. 2020); thus, they were included in the initial research model.   
In exploring the impact of social media use on entrepreneur opportunity recognition, the 
process proposed by George et al. (2016) in their framework was followed, which can be 
summarized as: 
Antecedents to opportunity recognition  opportunity recognition  opportunity 
exploitation 
The antecedents were adopted from the opportunity recognition framework. The six 
fundamental factors identified by George et al. (2016) were adapted into the initial research 
model. The primary strength of social media lies in its ability to network with other 
individuals, which leads to social capital accumulation (Fischer & Reuber 2011; Smith, Smith 
& Shaw 2017). Networking has been found to be essential to opportunity recognition (Shu, 
Ren & Zheng 2018; Song et al. 2017). Networking on social media platforms allows the 
entrepreneurs to interact with others, from which potential opportunities could be recognized. 
Furthermore, entrepreneurs go on social media platforms to search for relevant information 
relating to their businesses (Fernandes, Belo & Castela 2016; Kuhn, Galloway & Collins-
Williams 2016), and information search has been found to influence opportunity recognition 
(Fiet & Patel 2008; Westhead, Ucbasaran & Wright 2009). Mack, Marie-Pierre and Redican 
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(2017) identified entrepreneurs’ prior experience and cognition as determining factors in their 
social media use. These factors have been found to influence entrepreneur opportunity 
recognition (Baron 2006; Westhead, Ucbasaran & Wright 2009), and on social media, they 
might be vital in identifying opportunities. Environmental conditions like environmental 
dynamism have been posited to influence the performance of social media analytic tools by 
organizations (Pappas et al. 2016). Due to its impact on firm performance, it is suggested that 
it can impact opportunity recognition on social media platforms. Park, Sung and Im (2017) 
reported that social media use has a positive moderation effect between entrepreneur alertness 
and opportunity creation. However, such a relationship was not identified for opportunity 
discovery. Their study showed that the alertness of the entrepreneur influences opportunity 
recognition on social media.  
Opportunity exploitation is the outcome of opportunity recognition. In exploiting an 
opportunity, studies have shown that several activities are conducted, including the 
mobilization of the required resources by the entrepreneur (Dorado 2005; Singh 2016). 
Recent studies have documented the use of social media for resource mobilization by 
entrepreneurs (Drummond, McGrath & O'Toole 2018; Wang, Pauleen & Zhang 2016). The 
study of Nambisan and Zahra (2016) posited that resource mobilization moderates the 
relationship between opportunity recognition and exploitation, which will be examined in this 
study. Figure 3.3 shows the initial research model developed based on the reviewed literature.  
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Figure 3.3: Proposed initial research model 
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3.9 Summary of Research Gap Based on Review of Literature  
Building on the review of literature in the current and previous chapter, it is evident that there 
is little understanding on the factors that drive the use of social media amongst entrepreneurs 
and how it affect their opportunity recognition process. As seen in section 3.4, bulk of the 
studies has investigated social media adoption and use primarily amongst organizations (e.g. 
Ahmad, Abu Bakar & Ahmad 2019; AlSharji, Ahmad & Abu Bakar 2018; Kacker & Perrigot 
2016; Tajudeen, Jaafar & Ainin 2018). However, factors that drives the adoption and use of 
technology in organizations has been found to not always be  the same that influences 
individuals (Jiang, Chen & Lai 2010; Ma & Lee 2019). The position is substantiated with the 
review Table 3.3 where four studies investigated individual factors that influences social 
media adoption and use by entrepreneurs, and are not similar with organizational factors. 
While previous research has endeavoured to distinguish between factors that drive 
technology use between individuals and organizations (Guesalaga 2016; Ngai, Tao & Moon 
2015), little is known about the factors that influences the use of social media amongst 
individual entrepreneur. 
Studies have investigated the impact that social media has on entrepreneurial business which 
includes value creation, entrepreneurial business process, performance and innovation as 
shown in Table 2.4. Regarding its impact on opportunity recognition, studies have started to 
identify potential roles it might play (Fischer & Reuber 2011; Mack, Marie-Pierre & Redican 
2017). However, how social media influences entrepreneur opportunity recognition is not 
fully understood; with recent studies stressing on its importance given the fundamental role 
opportunity recognition plays in entrepreneurial business (Liu et al. 2019; Mumi, Ciuchta & 
Yang 2018). While the studies of Mumi, Ciuchta and Yang (2018) and Park, Sung and Im 
(2017) have empirically studied the impact of social media on opportunity recognition, they 
do not explain the capabilities of the platforms that drives the recognition of opportunities nor 
the extent to which it is supported.  
In addition, factors that influence the use of technology have been shown by studies to be 
context specific (either culture or development) (Gavino et al. 2019; Ma, Huang & Shenkar 
2011; Pookulangara & Koesler 2011). Majority of the studies on social media has been 
studied at developed countries (Olanrewaju et al. 2020) which implies that some factors 
previously identified might not be applicable. Thus it is imperative to understand the factors 
based on countries that are distinct in culture or development to have comprehensive 
understanding of general factors that vital to the use of the platforms and the capabilities of 
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social media that influences the opportunity recognition process. Building on the TOE and 
opportunity recognition framework, the study develops a research model that identifies 
critical factors to social media use; and the vital capabilities of social media that support 
opportunity recognition. 
3.10 Summary 
In this chapter, a discussion around the theoretical frameworks used in this study was 
presented. In exploring factors that influence social media use among entrepreneurs, the TOE 
framework factors were reviewed. This was followed by a discussion on entrepreneurial 
opportunity and the opportunity recognition framework. Based on the reviewed literature, it 
was seen that a single model could not explain social media use and its effect on opportunity 
recognition, and thus integrating constructs from both the TOE and opportunity recognition 
frameworks was done, which led to a systematic understanding of the research problem, and 
culminated in the preliminary research model. The following chapter will discuss the research 
method employed in this study. 
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CHAPTER 4 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
4.1 Introduction  
This chapter discusses the research methods that were used to address the research questions 
and explore the research objectives. To answer the questions posed in Chapter 1, a mixed-
method approach was used. This chapter introduces the research design and outlines the 
rationale for the research approach that was used. It then indicates how the qualitative and 
quantitative methods were implemented. The qualitative phase used interviews with 
participants from Australia and Nigeria, which helped to revise the proposed initial model, 
whereas, the quantitative phase of an online survey with entrepreneurs was used to validate 
the revised model.  
4.2 Research Paradigm 
A research paradigm is “the fundamental models or frames of reference we use  
to organize our observations and reasoning” (Babbie 2015, p. 59). It is crucial in carrying out 
research, as it guides the researcher with respect to how data is collated, interpreted and 
presented (Mackenzie & Knipe 2006). Mixed methods have mostly been studied under three 
paradigms; (1) critical realism, (2) transformative–emancipatory, and (3) pragmatism 
(Venkatesh, Brown & Bala 2013). The critical realist paradigm proposes that reality should 
be explained as what can be observable to have an effect (Babbie 2015). Critical realist 
argues that reality cannot be captured directly, as it is easily distorted based on the 
researcher’s subjectivity (Neuman 2014). The transformative-emancipatory paradigm 
involves the researcher investigating beyond the surface reality (Neuman 2014), where the 
research is entwined with the political agenda (Creswell 2014).  
The pragmatism paradigm is borne out of the needs, situations and consequences of the 
action taken in the research and not driven by the antecedent conditions (Creswell 2014). The 
pragmatic researcher assumes that quantitative research is not necessarily positivist nor is it 
qualitatively interpretive. Hence, it allows for the use of both methods and assumptions 
(Onwuegbuzie & Leech 2005; Teddlie & Tashakkori 2003), which allow for the use of both 
inductive and deductive reasoning (Venkatesh, Brown & Bala 2013) in a single study. The 
pragmatism approach places more emphasis on the research questions, rather than the 
problem being studied (Creswell 2007; Onwuegbuzie & Leech 2005; Venkatesh, Brown & 
Bala 2013), i.e. it stresses on the “what” and “how” of the research (Creswell 2014, p. 40).  
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Some researchers have suggested that pragmatism is the best paradigm to be used when 
conducting mixed method research (Onwuegbuzie & Leech 2005; Teddlie & Tashakkori 
2003). This is because the pragmatic approach draws its strength from its ability to combine 
both qualitative and quantitative methods, thus making up for the weakness of each method 
(Creswell 2007) by “combining empirical precision with descriptive precision” 
(Onwuegbuzie & Leech 2005, p. 383). This gives the researcher the freedom to make use of 
the best method and approach that best answer the research questions (Creswell 2007, 2014). 
The paradigm is suited to the exploration of this study’s research questions, which are:  
1. What factors affect the use of social media by the entrepreneur? 
2. How does the use of social media influence opportunity recognition and exploitation 
for entrepreneurs? 
3. What are the general factors that influence social media use and opportunity 
recognition for entrepreneurs? 
A mixed-method approach is appropriate, as the questions are made up of both the qualitative 
and quantitative methods. Using the mixed method will allow the researcher to embrace the 
strength of both methods when investigating the research questions, which dictate the 
approach to be employed. In achieving the primary objective of the study, a qualitative 
method is used to develop a research model based on the findings from the field study. The 
model is then validated statistically to identify the crucial factors that drive and influence 
social media use and opportunity recognition.  
4.3 Research Method and Design 
A mixed-method design was employed in carrying out this research. Mixed method research 
design “is a procedure for collecting, analysing, and mixing both qualitative and quantitative 
methods in a single study or a series of studies to understand a research problem” (Creswell 
& Clark 2011, p. 6). Qualitative research sees the world as complex and interconnected, 
which allows for exploring and understanding humanity (Cavana, Delahaye & Sekaran 2001; 
Creswell 2014). Creswell (2014) suggests that employing a qualitative approach is beneficial 
in exploring an area where little is known. Eisenhardt (1989) further highlighted that it is 
“well suited to new research areas or research areas for which existing theories seem 
inadequate”. Quantitative research, on the other hand, entails empirical assessment via 
numerical measurement to understand a research problem (Zikmund et al. 2013). Creswell 
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(2014) opined that it is best used in testing theories by developing hypotheses and analyzing 
data to accept or reject them. 
In using the mixed method, earlier studies have identified different mixed-method designs 
(e.g. Clark & Creswell 2014; Creswell 2012; Creswell & Clark 2011; Onwuegbuzie & 
Collins 2007). Broadly, they can be classified into four; the triangulation design, embedded 
design, exploratory design and explanatory design (Creswell & Clark 2011). Triangulation 
design (or concurrent parallel design) is applied when the researcher wants to compare and 
contrast findings from the qualitative and quantitative methods to best understand the 
problem. The embedded design is employed where supplementary data is used in 
understanding and explaining the primary data collected from a different approach. The 
explanatory design involves a two-stage approach where the researcher collects quantitative 
data and then explains it based on subsequent qualitative data. The exploratory, unlike the 
explanatory design, involves the collection of the qualitative data first, then followed by 
quantitative data. It is done when there is a need to explore a phenomenon via a qualitative 
pilot study, identify themes, design an instrument, and subsequently validate it (Creswell 
2012), which are all pertinent and applicable to this research. Venkatesh, Brown and Bala 
(2013) discussed the appropriateness of mixed methods to IS research and suggested that the 
strengths of the mixed method application are: 
1. Its ability to engage both exploratory and confirmatory research questions 
concurrently, leading to an evaluation of relationships and theory generation 
2. It gives room for stronger and more informed inferences to be drawn than when a 
single method is used. 
3. It allows for developing a greater variety of divergent and/or complementary views.  
Individual methods cannot explicitly offer these advantages. Earlier research has identified 
that qualitative studies are better in exploring a concept in order to have an in-depth 
understanding of the concept and generate new theoretical insights. Quantitative studies, on 
the other hand, are primarily used for confirmatory studies (Venkatesh, Brown & Bala 2013). 
The mixed-method, therefore, offers a complete and comprehensive understanding of the 
research (Creswell 2014; Venkatesh, Brown & Bala 2013; Venkatesh, Brown & Sullivan 
2016). 
The mixed-method was most appropriate for implementation in this research due to several 
reasons. Firstly, previous research on social media and entrepreneurs has mostly focused on 
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firm performance and adoption (Olanrewaju et al. 2020), with the majority coming from 
developed countries. This has led to a lack of understanding of factors that drive social media 
use and opportunity recognition especially in developing countries, and also of deriving 
factors that are consistent in both developed and developing countries. Understanding factors 
that are general in two different contexts requires exploration based on interviews from the 
entrepreneurs. The factors identified will then be evaluated empirically. Moreover, previous 
research has highlighted that factors that drive technology use in developed countries are not 
necessarily the same for developing countries due to differences in economic, social, and 
infrastructural development (Zhu & Kraemer 2005). Eisenhardt (1989) stated that polar types 
of data allow for the extension of emergent theories by allowing for the process of interest to 
be observable across the different data. Polar data types are samples that are extremely 
different and this allows for the identification of the “central constructs, relationships and 
logic of the focal phenomenon” (Eisenhardt & Graebner 2007, p. 27). For this thesis, research 
data was collected from Australia and Nigeria, which are polar in their characteristics; e.g. 
high developed and low developed (Human Development Reports 2015), innovation-driven 
(GEM 2018) and factor-driven entrepreneurs (GEM 2012), and individualist and collectivist 
culture (Mendonca, Shrivastava & Pietschnig 2018; Watkins & Cheung 1995) respectively. 
The use of polar types of data in the mixed method allowed for identifying factors that are 
peculiar to each of the countries, while also showing the important/generalizable constructs 
and relationships in the study of social media and entrepreneurs (research question 3). In 
addition, previous research in IS has conducted studies in several countries in an effort to 
validate their models (and not necessarily compare) and identify generalizable factors, while 
explaining differences seen in the results (e.g. Akter, Fosso Wamba & Dewan 2017; Barnes 
& Mattsson 2016; Fosso-Wamba & Carter 2014; Hossain & Dwivedi 2014; Wamba 2018; 
Zhu & Kraemer 2005). Furthermore, most of the research had been organization-oriented 
(e.g.Soto-Acosta, Popa & Palacios-Marqués 2017; Tajudeen, Jaafar & Ainin 2018), but 
according to previous studies (e.g.Baker 2012; Jiang, Chen & Lai 2010), the factors studied 
in organizations cannot necessarily be applied to individual contexts as done in this thesis. 
Thus, there is the need to explore factors that influence entrepreneurs’ social media use 
(research question 1). 
Secondly, previous research on opportunity recognition regarding entrepreneurs have 
primarily been focused on the face-to-face environment and have been mainly from 
entrepreneurship and management literature (see George et al. 2016), with little research 
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exploring the same on the social media sphere (e.g. Mumi, Ciuchta & Yang 2018; Park, Sung 
& Im 2017). This research aims to explore opportunity recognition on social media from the 
IS perspective. Smith, Smith and Shaw (2017) in their exploratory study of social media and 
entrepreneurs, suggested that social capital is accumulated differently on social media 
compared to the face-to-face environment. A similar finding was reported by Drummond, 
McGrath and O'Toole (2018), where it was seen that the mechanics of mobilizing resources 
on social media differ from what is understood in the face-to-face environment. Based on the 
differences reported from the aforementioned studies, it is anticipated that entrepreneurs may 
recognize opportunities differently on social media platforms. Using mixed methods allows 
for the use of both qualitative and quantitative approaches in explaining factors that influence 
opportunity recognition and how the opportunities were exploited by the entrepreneurs 
(research question 2). 
Thirdly, the factors derived from the exploratory study were needed to be validated in testing 
the proposed model (Creswell & Clark 2011). Online surveys have been found to be an 
efficient way of reaching technology-inclined populations (Sue & Ritter 2012). The responses 
received from the online survey helped to identify the central factors that influence social 
media use and how social media influences entrepreneur opportunity recognition. They also 
helped to detail the effect of each factor on social media use and entrepreneur opportunity 
recognition (research question 3).  
4.4 Exploratory Design 
The exploratory design is one of the four broad mixed-method approaches identified by 
Creswell and Clark (2011). The sequential design is to collect qualitative data first and then 
to collect quantitative data. This design is used when there is a need to explore a phenomenon 
via a qualitative pilot study that identifies themes, which informs the design of a quantitative 
instrument that can be used as part of the research validation (Creswell 2012). This is 
pertinent and applicable to this research. According to Creswell (2014) and Creswell and 
Clark (2011), an exploratory study is done when: 
1. There is a notion that the available theory may be inappropriate or insufficient. 
2. The constructs need to be derived and discussed. 
3. There are no applicable quantitative measures. 
4. The results need to be generalized to different groups.  
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The exploratory design was appropriate in this study due to several reasons. Firstly, it is 
envisaged that current opportunity recognition theories do not cater for social media 
affordances in influencing entrepreneur opportunity recognition. This has been seen in 
previous studies on social media, where what is understood in the entrepreneurship literature 
(e.g. social capital and resource mobilization) differs from what is reported on social media 
platforms (e.g. Drummond, McGrath & O'Toole 2018; Mumi, Ciuchta & Yang 2018; Smith, 
Smith & Shaw 2017). Secondly, since it is assumed that the available theories may not be 
sufficient, there is the need to derive required constructs from exploratory research (Creswell 
2012). For instance, factors that broadly influence entrepreneurial opportunity recognition 
may not be applicable to social media platforms. Thus, it is necessary to determine additional 
constructs that are specific to social media. These constructs were derived from the 
qualitative phase that helped to revise the initial research model. Thirdly, as additional 
constructs were being identified from the interviews, there was a need to identify the items of 
the constructs. Fourthly, it is required that the finding from the model is generalizable in two 
different countries that are polar in characteristics. These, according to studies in 
entrepreneurship and social media, are vital to theory development (Alalwan et al. 2017; 
Smith, Smith & Shaw 2017). 
Furthermore, the findings from the exploratory study needed to be empirically tested to assert 
their validity and generalization on the larger populace. Based on this, it is necessary to build 
on the strength of both the qualitative and quantitative method and dataset to have a complete 
understanding of the research topic being investigated. As seen in Figure 4.1, the qualitative 
phase involves understanding and exploring the role of social media in entrepreneur 
opportunity recognition via interviews. It was followed by using a confirmatory study via a 
survey. Due to the implemented design, the study employed a partially mixed method, where 
each method (qualitative and quantitative) was used distinctly in their respective phases 
(Venkatesh, Brown & Sullivan 2016). In addition, the quantitative method was the primary 
method for the study as it gathered data that assists in confirming the model and to support 
the generalisation of the findings and responding to the question. However, the distinct 
methods complement and corroborate one another in the study. 
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Qualitative data collection
· Selection of appropriate data collection approach (Interview)
· Selecting the research sample
· Interview protocol construction
· Ethics clearance
· Interview data collection
· Data analysis (Thematic and content analysis)
Instrument development 
· Propose hypothesis based on qualitative findings and modified 
research model
· Adapt construct measure items where applicable
· Create construct measure items based on qualitative findings and 
established literature
· Pilot test the designed questionnaire 
Mixed method interpretation
· Discuss the findings based on both qualitative and quantitative 
results
· Discuss how both results complement and confirm their individual 
findings
Quantitative data collection
· Selection of research sample
· Selection of appropriate data collection approach (Online survey)
· Ethics clearance
· Distribution of questionnaire
· Data analysis (PLS-SEM)
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Figure 4.1:Exploratory sequential design adapted to the study (Creswell & Clark 2011) 
4.5 Qualitative Phase 
In carrying out the qualitative phase of the research, interviews were conducted. The 
interview is one of the most widely used methods in qualitative research (Gill et al. 2008), 
which according to Richards (2014, p. 46), “is both the most ordinary and the most 
extraordinary of ways you can explore someone else’s experience involving a mutual sharing 
of experiences”. It allows for unearthing rich information from the interviewee by asking a 
set of questions that can be probed and recorded for analysis (Cavana, Delahaye & Sekaran 
2001; Neuman 2014). The interview derives its strength from the possibility of extended 
discussion, which allows for probing and clarity of responses, and leads to complete and 
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richer data derivation (Babbie 2015; Cavana, Delahaye & Sekaran 2001; Neuman 2014). 
Research interviews, based on how their questions are structured, are broadly categorized into 
the unstructured, semi-structured and structured interview. Structured interviews involve 
using a set of predetermined questions, give no room for probing, and thus lose depth. 
Unstructured interviews involve the absence of pre-determined questions or ideas. Semi-
structured interviews take a middle course, where a set of pre-planned questions are drafted 
to be explored (Cavana, Delahaye & Sekaran 2001; Gill et al. 2008). Their strengths include 
an ability to uncover and elaborate information from the interviewee, while giving room to 
probe using several questions (Babbie 2015; Gill et al. 2008). 
This study made use of semi-structured interviews, where a set of questions were drafted and 
used as a guide to the interview process. One-on-one interviews were conducted due to the 
nature and sensitivity of the questions that were asked of the respondents. While the 
phenomenon is a shared experience among entrepreneurs and can be studied via focus 
groups, the respondents might not feel free to express their opinions freely (Babbie 2015; 
Neuman 2014), which makes the data lack depth. Also, it was challenging to assemble 
entrepreneurs together at a particular time and location as the respondents are small-scale 
business owners that run their businesses themselves, and taking 2-3 hours off their 
businesses is very difficult. 
4.5.1 Research Sample  
Both the purposive and snowball sampling techniques were used to identify potential 
respondents. Purposive sampling is a non-random sampling technique where the researcher 
selects respondents based on a set range of criteria (Babbie 2015; Neuman 2014). This 
sampling technique does not give an overall representation of the population (Babbie 2015), 
but it is beneficial for generating in-depth knowledge about the study that is being researched 
(Neuman 2014). In selecting the initial set of respondents, the following research criteria 
were used:  
1. The entrepreneurs have accounts on one or more social media platforms such as 
Facebook, Instagram, LinkedIn and Twitter. 
2. The entrepreneurs must have less than 20 employees, which was estimated based on 
their public business website contents, social media profiles and posts.  
3. The entrepreneur must be in either the e-retail or service industry - evidenced via the 
business website/social media presence. 
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4. The entrepreneur business is Business to Consumer-oriented – evidenced via the 
business website/social media presence. 
The social media platforms were selected as they are widely used by entrepreneurs in their 
business activities (Ioanid & Scarlat 2017; Kapoor et al. 2017; Kudeshia, Sikdar & Mittal 
2016). In addition, due to the focus of the thesis on entrepreneurs who own small businesses, 
they should have less than 20 staff based on the classification of Australian Small Business 
and Family Enterprise Ombudsman (2016). The e-retail and service industries were chosen 
because of their importance to the Australian and Nigerian economies. In Nigeria, the service 
sector contributes over 55% of the country’s economy in terms of GDP (Ehigiator 2017), 
while the retail sector accounts for approximately 17.2% of the employment figures 
(SMEDAN & NBS 2013). This is similar to Australia, where 10.4% of its employment 
numbers come from the retail trade industry, while approximately 30% is accounted for by 
the service industry (Vandenbroek 2018). 
Similar criteria have been used by earlier studies in entrepreneurship and social media (e.g. 
Drummond, McGrath & O'Toole 2018; Fischer & Reuber 2011; Smith, Smith & Shaw 2017) 
in selecting their potential respondents. The initial respondents were contacted by sending an 
official email to their registered email addresses or their social media platforms’ private 
message inbox. A low response rate was encountered at the start of the research, which led to 
an application for ethics amendment from the college ethics committee. The amendment 
allowed for follow-ups to the initial invitations, cold calls to respective respondents and also 
recruitment from the RMIT University Research Activator unit. These led to an increase in 
the response rate. Based on the initial respondents, a snowball sampling approach was used to 
reach out to other potential participants. Contact details of potential respondents were 
collected from the initial respondents and were contacted via their respective emails. 
4.5.2 Respondents Profile 
In selecting the number of entrepreneurs required to be interviewed, previous research has not 
been conclusive on the number adequate for an interview. These include a range between 
four and ten (Eisenhardt 1989), four to twelve (Creswell & Clark 2011; Onwuegbuzie & 
Collins 2007) or till theoretical saturation is reached. Perry (1998) in his study suggested that 
2-15 participants suffice, which is a broad range and accommodates the views of earlier 
studies (e.g. Creswell & Clark 2011; Eisenhardt 1989; Onwuegbuzie & Collins 2007). The 
number suffices because of the rich information that can be derived from the respondents for 
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in-depth analysis of the data (Creswell 2007). Moreover, a large number of responses may be 
difficult to analyze (Creswell & Clark 2011).  
A total of 14 participants were interviewed. This is a similar number to those interviews in 
previous research on social media and entrepreneurs, where the research consisted of 12 to 16 
participants (Fischer & Reuber 2011; Smith, Smith & Shaw 2017). Three of the participants 
for this research were from Australia and eleven were from Nigeria. The considerable 
difference between the number of Australian and Nigerian respondents was due to the 
difficulty in getting entrepreneurs to interview. With that being acknowledged, during the 
analysis, it was seen that the responses from both countries’ respondents were very similar, 
with only a few differences; e.g. infrastructure and resource mobilization themes. 
Nonetheless, this step was only exploratory in nature and it was the less-dominant approach 
in the mixed method. It was primarily aimed at generating constructs and items for the 
quantitative method, and thus its findings were not intended for generalization, but to provide 
rich data for analysis. 
4.5.3 Interview Protocol Construction 
In constructing the interview protocol, the researcher endeavoured to understand what was 
required from the respondents. The process helped with framing the interview questions. 
Social media platforms of potential respondents were visited to understand their pattern of 
use. This also helped to gather necessary information about their businesses, such as 
establishment date, industry, content type and client interaction, to make sure that they 
fulfilled the required theoretical criteria. This activity gave the researcher an understanding of 
the use behaviour of the potential respondents on their several social media platforms. This 
helped in constructing the interview questions. The question guide was designed with the aim 
to provide answers for the first two research questions (research question 1 and research 
question 2). 
The developed interview questions were pretested on three Doctoral Candidates from the 
School of Business IT and Logistics, and three entrepreneurs. Their suggestions were 
incorporated to clarify the questions. The questions were approved by the university ethics 
committee. The question guide can be seen in Appendix 1. Table 4.2 outlines the areas of 
focus that formed the semi-structured interviews. These areas inform the exploration of the 
first two research questions.  
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Table 4.1: Interview protocol guide 
4.5.4 Ethical Consideration  
Ethical issues are vital in conducting social research (Babbie 2015). In carrying out the 
interviews of this study, ethical considerations were paramount at every stage of the research. 
This began from the research design, through to the reporting of the findings of the interview. 
The research passed through the RMIT University ethics committee with the HREC/CHEAN 
Approval Number 2049, which was meant only for the qualitative data collection phase. A 
separate ethics approval was sought for the quantitative data collection. In drafting the ethics 
form, the researcher took into consideration several factors such as the interview questions, 
the research participants and the location of the interviews. After obtaining the ethics 
clearance, the researcher sent each of the respondents the Participant Information Consent 
Sheet Form (PICSF) document. It covered their rights, ranging from voluntary participation, 
right to quit the interview or to not answer any question, permission to record their responses 
and information about how the data would be used and published. The confidentiality and 
anonymity of the respondents were maintained strictly during the duration of the research. 
The research in itself posed no threat to the respondents, but necessary steps were taken to 
protect their identities. Respondent confidentiality and anonymity were maintained by 
assigning them alphanumeric codes, which were only understandable to the research team. 
Furthermore, the received data was stored in secure storage on the RMIT University secure 
server for the next five years as required by the ethics committee. 
 
 
Area of evaluation What was derived Research question 
Social media use behavior  Factors that drive social media use  Research question 1 
Social media and opportunity 
recognition experience  
Opportunity recognition on social 
media with illustrative examples 
Research question 2 
How social media drives 
opportunity recognition 
Social media capabilities for 
opportunity recognition 
Research question 2 
Social media drawbacks Unethical use of social media Research question 1 
and 2 
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4.5.5 Interview Process 
In preparing for the interview, an interview guide was prepared, which listed questions to be 
asked. The guide allowed the researcher to become familiar with the questions (Gill et al. 
2008) and also generate responses to important topics from the respondents (Faifua 2014). 
The researcher then contacted the participants for appropriate times and locations.  
In carrying out the interview; for the Australian respondents, appropriate times and locations 
were scheduled. The interviews took place at the respondents’ business locations for their 
convenience. For the Nigerian respondents, the time difference (-10 hours) was carefully 
considered, and most interviews were conducted at night (Australian time) for the 
convenience of the respondents. Telephone interviews were conducted because the researcher 
was based in Australia at the time of the data collection. Telephone interviews helped solved 
the geographical barrier and equally reduced anonymity fears on the part of the interviewees. 
The calls were negatively affected by factors such as bad network connection, which 
sometimes led to underground noise and unexpected call ends from the receivers’ end. This 
necessitated the calls to be made several times; in some scenarios, the call had to be made 
over five times, with the interviewer having to repeat what was said by the respondents to be 
sure that they were accurate. The respondents were also noticed to have divided attention i.e. 
doing something else while the interview was going on; for example, clearing their mailbox, 
or interruption by people. These challenges have also been reported by quantitative 
researchers (Babbie 2015; Cavana, Delahaye & Sekaran 2001). One of the telephone 
interviews was conducted using Zoom, while others were through traditional pay lines. This 
was because of two reasons: 
1) The expensive cost of data in Nigeria ($4/GB), in a country where the majority live on 
less than $2 a day; and thus, the interviewees could not bear the cost of conducting the 
interview. 
2) The inability to be able to record interviews on social platforms such as WhatsApp, 
Skype was because Voice Over IP (VOIP) recording is not supported on mobile 
phones. Mobile phones were the most accessible avenue for the respondents to 
participate in the research.  
At the beginning of the interviews, rapport was established as its importance was highlighted 
by previous research (Babbie 2015). This helped to enhance trust (Babbie 2015), minimize 
biases (Cavana, Delahaye & Sekaran 2001) and reduce distractions. A general introduction to 
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the research was given to the participants; their consent was sought for the interviews to be 
recorded while also eliciting their rights as respondents. This was followed by asking the 
questions that were prepared for the interview through funnelling and probing to give a rich 
picture of the questions being asked. Due to the pragmatic paradigm that the research was 
built on, the researcher played a passive subjective role, while the respondents served as 
bodies of information that the researcher wanted to unearth while not shaping the information 
received (Gubrium & Holstein 2012). 
4.5.6 Data Analysis  
The data was analyzed based on the steps elucidated by Creswell (2007, 2014) and Creswell 
and Clark (2011). The data collected during the interview was transcribed by the researcher. 
The transcript was sent back to the interviewees to ensure proper representation of their 
thoughts and validity of the transcribed data. After the transcribed interviews were returned, 
the researcher read the transcripts in preparation for coding. The transcribed interviews were 
then loaded into NVivo 11 for analysis. Researchers have stressed the benefits of using 
qualitative computer analysis programs such as NVivo, as it enhances storing, coding, 
analysing, sorting and representing data (Babbie 2015; Creswell 2012, 2014). 
In analysing the qualitative data, an initial reading was done with three sample transcripts 
coded manually to have a general overview of the data using content analysis. The 
transcriptions were classified into emerging themes (Richards 2014), which were related to 
social media factors and opportunity recognition. This was followed by coding in detail in 
NVivo 11 (Bazeley & Jackson 2013), which allowed for classifying the dimensions under 
their respective codes. Firstly, similar quotes were grouped from the interviews, which 
formed the first-order concepts (e.g. "interactivity", "scalability"). The first-order concepts 
were then categorized under the emerged codes (e.g. "Networking capability"). A total of 143 
first-order concepts emerged. They were checked for redundancy and then collapsed into 
codes. The codes were then grouped under the themes derived. This allowed for codes and 
themes that were specific about social media use and opportunity recognition to be kept. 
Doing this allowed for categorising the themes based on relevant information, and gave rise 
to four top-level themes (social media use factors, opportunity recognition, opportunity 
exploitation and resource mobilization), which were central to this thesis. While coding the 
transcripts, the researcher considered two factors: 
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1. Business context: This includes the location, industry, infrastructure, technological 
accessibility and culture of the business. These factors have been found to be 
paramount in both entrepreneurship and technology adoption literature (George et al. 
2016; Zhu & Kraemer 2005). Moreover, this study is situated in two different 
countries that differ on all these factors, and thus it will be necessary to consider this 
while interpreting the data. 
2. Entrepreneur context: The entrepreneur context includes demographic factors, 
experience, and culture. The factors are equally important as identified by both 
entrepreneurship and technology adoption literature. 
These were considered as the respondents were not from the same geographical location, nor 
did they have the same business experience. After the individual interview analysis, a cross-
theme analysis was done to identify similarities and differences based on the individuals. The 
final themes were then situated in light of reviewed literature. Based on these steps, the 
researcher used three-step iterative reasoning to engage and synthesize the data. This enabled 
the researcher to be able to answer the research questions regarding factors that affect social 
media; and how social media affects entrepreneur opportunity recognition. 
4.5.7 Issues of Validity 
Validity in qualitative research has been an issue of longstanding debate (Creswell 2014; 
Neuman 2014; Venkatesh, Brown & Bala 2013). This study adopted Venkatesh, Brown and 
Bala (2013) categorization, of design, analytical and inference validity, as a means to address 
research validity. The framework was derived from Venkatesh’s extensive summary of 
previous research on validity in qualitative research (see Venkatesh, Brown & Bala 2013; 
Venkatesh, Brown & Sullivan 2016).  
Design validity consists of three criteria - descriptive validity, credibility, and transferability. 
Descriptive validity refers to the accuracy of the information being reported, which was 
achieved by the researcher by providing a vivid and clear description of the interview process 
(Creswell 2014). In addition, the transcripts were sent back to the respondents so as to avoid 
misrepresentation. The credibility of the data was maintained by interviewing fourteen 
respondents in order to give a plausible explanation from the participant perspective. 
Transferability refers to “the degree to which the results of qualitative research can be 
generalized or transferred to other contexts or settings” (Venkatesh, Brown & Sullivan 2016, 
p. 461). While not acting as a comparative research process, conducting the study in two 
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different countries (a developed and a developing country) assists in determining the 
transferability of the resulting research model.  
Analytical validity consists of four measurements. The first is theoretical, and plausibility 
validity, which determines how the theory used fits the data collected and the derived 
findings. For this research, this was addressed by developing the interview questions from 
established frameworks, that is the TOE and opportunity recognition frameworks. The 
questions were pretested on PhD candidates and entrepreneurs and were modified where 
needed. Dependability of the data was achieved through three-step iterative reasoning by 
moving iteratively from the quotes derived from the interview to the codes and the themes 
being studied. Consistency was achieved using the same interview protocol and triangulating 
the data with previous literature. 
Inference validity comprises interpretive validity and confirmability. Interpretive validity was 
achieved via validation of the respondents’ answers during the interviews and review of 
transcripts after the interviews. Confirmability was done by the researcher by crosschecking 
the codes (Creswell 2007, 2014) and re-coding a plain interview at the end of the research to 
see if the codes of the new interpretation were consistent. 
4.6 Quantitative Phase  
The quantitative method was conducted after the completion of the qualitative data analysis. 
Building on the literature review, an initial research model was developed, which was 
discussed in Chapter 3. Interviews (qualitative study) were used to explore the factors 
influencing social media use and how it influences their opportunity recognition. New 
constructs and relationships were derived from the interviews, which were used to refine the 
initial model as seen in Chapter 5. Hypotheses were developed based on the relationships 
amongst the constructs in the refined model, as discussed in Chapter 6. The quantitative study 
using online survey was then used to validate the refined research model and evaluate the 
hypothesised relationships, which are discussed in detail in Chapter 7. The quantitative 
method answered research question 3, regarding the generalizable factors that drive social 
media use and opportunity recognition. In carrying out the quantitative method, a series of 
steps were followed, which are discussed below. 
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4.6.1 Questionnaire Construction 
A questionnaire was used to test and validate the hypotheses that were developed through this 
research. The hypotheses, as presented in Chapter 6, were explored through a series of 80 
closed-ended questions that were measured via a five-point Likert scale. The questions were 
divided into five subsections; entrepreneur demographic information, factors influencing 
social media use, opportunity recognition on social media, social media capabilities that 
influence opportunity recognition, and resource mobilization. 
4.6.2 Pre-testing 
The questionnaire was pre-tested to identify potential problems with regards to the 
measurement items. Pre-testing is vital to questionnaire administration as it allows for the 
identification of questions that are misunderstood or skipped; which helps in attaining valid 
and unbiased results from the survey instrument (Collins 2003; Singh 2007). In carrying out 
the pretesting, expert opinions from entrepreneurs and lecturers that specialize in 
entrepreneurship were sought. This was followed by the distribution of the questionnaire to 
entrepreneurs, majorly those that participated in the interview and PhD candidates in the 
College. A total of eighteen responses were used for the pre-test of the questionnaire while 
seventy responses were analysed for the pilot test. The number suffices according to Perneger 
et al. (2015) who highlighted that minimum sample size should be above 30. The corrections 
suggested were incorporated in the final questionnaire before distribution.  
4.6.3 Research Ethics  
Ethics approval was sought for the collection of the survey data from the respondents. The 
ethics application was assessed by the RMIT University ethics committee with an 
HREC/CHEAN Approval Number of 21553.  
4.6.4 Research Sample Size 
The research sample was derived from the same total population of entrepreneurs as the 
qualitative study, with the same set of criteria being used (see Section 4.5.1). In determining 
the sample size for researching using Structural Equation Modelling (SEM), the literature 
varies in its recommendation. Wolf et al. (2013) in their review, reported that sample size 
could be evaluated as 5-10 cases per variable in the model or ten times the number of 
formative indicators used to measure one construct. A similar guide was given by Hair, 
Black, et al. (2014) and Hair, Ringle and Sarstedt (2011) where the sample size suffices when 
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it is ten times the largest number of paths that is directed to a latent construct in a model. 
Sideridis et al. (2014) argued that a sample size of 70-80 suffices, which was used in the 
Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) literature review carried out by Hair et al. (2012). 
Recommendations from earlier literature have suggested a minimum sample size of 50 (Hair, 
Black, et al. 2014), and a full sample size within the range of 100-400 (Hair, Black, et al. 
2014) to be sufficient. This is because larger sample sizes influence the sensitivity of the 
model fit, which may lead to poor-fit or parameter bias (Hair, Black, et al. 2014; Wolf et al. 
2013). For this research, the refined model had 17 variables, with the largest formative 
construct having four indicators; and the largest number of structural paths to a latent 
construct in the model being eight. Based on this, the minimum sample size for this research 
needs to be in the range of 40-170. Thus, this research collected data from 1280 respondents 
with 568 usable, which is further discussed in Chapter 7. 
4.6.5 Data Collection 
Data was collected via online survey developed using Qualtrics software. Van Selm and 
Jankowski (2006), as well as Sue and Ritter (2011), outline a range of advantages for using 
online surveys as a data collection tool, which are pertinent to this research including: 
1. The respondents are geographically dispersed, with data being collected from Nigeria 
and Australia. 
2. The respondents are internet proficient since they use social media in their businesses; 
and thus, can easily make use of the online platforms. 
3. The online survey assures the anonymity and confidentiality of the respondents. 
4. It allows for snowballing of the survey, where the respondents can share the link to 
other entrepreneurs to fill. 
5. The survey was inexpensive to conduct. 
6. The survey allowed for a fast return time. 
7. It will save the researcher time because the data was automatically entered into the 
database, reducing errors that may have resulted from manual entry. 
8. It allowed for reducing the amount of missing data gotten from the respondents, as 
they could not submit without filling all required fields. 
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9. It removed bias when filling due to the presence of the researcher, and equally 
allowed the respondents to fill at times convenient to them.  
Another reason highlighted by Babbie (2015) is the visual appeal of online surveys to the 
respondents. A screening question was added to the survey to screen out people who are not 
qualified. The screening questions were developed based on the criteria that were used to 
select respondents for the study, which are: 
1. Having accounts on one or more social media platforms such as Facebook, Instagram, 
LinkedIn and Twitter 
2. Using social media platforms for your business  
3. The business should be consumer-oriented 
4. The business should have less than 20 employees 
For the Nigerian sample, respondents were sourced on social media platforms with the links 
being sent to potential respondents. Incentives were offered to the respondents, where five of 
them had the chance to win 10000 Naira each ($AU40). However, based on the experience 
during the qualitative study phase in Australia, it was seen that getting respondents directly 
was difficult. While initially the survey was promoted through a number of entrepreneur 
networks and association, there was a need to distribute it via a market research firm in 
Australia. This allowed for direct access to a vast network of entrepreneurs. A market 
research firm named CINT Australia was used. The survey link was sent to them with the 
PISCF form appended. They recruited the participants from their pool of respondents, based 
on the theoretical criteria specified. 
4.6.6 Data Analysis 
The data gathered from the online survey was analysed using the Partial Least Squares- 
Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM). SEM is used to investigate relationships among 
several variables by examining the structure of interrelationships between them (Hair, Black, 
et al. 2014). PLS-SEM is a second-generation analysis technique, which is used for theory 
development in exploratory research (Hair, Hult, et al. 2017; Hair, Sarstedt, et al. 2014). PLS-
SEM can be used when: 
1) The structural model contains both formative and reflective constructs, with PLS-
SEM being applicable for the analysis (Hair, Hollingsworth, et al. 2017; Hair, 
Sarstedt, et al. 2014). 
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2) The research is exploratory in nature with the available theory not sufficing (Hair, 
Hollingsworth, et al. 2017; Hair, Ringle & Sarstedt 2011). 
3) The structural model is complex (Hair, Ringle & Sarstedt 2011). 
4) The need to understand how well the dependent variable can be predicted by the 
independent variables (Hair, Hollingsworth, et al. 2017; Hair, Ringle & Sarstedt 
2011). 
5) The sample size and population distribution (Hair, Black, et al. 2014; Hair et al. 
2019). 
The works of Hair (e.g. Hair, Black, et al. 2014; Hair, Hollingsworth, et al. 2017; Hair, 
Ringle & Sarstedt 2011; Hair et al. 2019; Hair, Sarstedt, et al. 2014) assisted in justifying the 
use of PLS-SEM for this research. Firstly, the research model should be composed of both 
reflective (e.g. information overload) and formative constructs (e.g. platform perception). 
Reflective constructs consist of measurements that represent the underlying constructs by 
direct relationships (Hair, Hult, et al. 2017; Sarstedt, Ringle & Hair 2017). This implies that 
their measures are interchangeable and co-vary with each other (Hair, Hult, et al. 2014). 
These are unlike formative constructs that cannot be interchangeable nor co-vary since the 
items do not measure the same dimensions (Jarvis, MacKenzie & Podsakoff 2003; Petter, 
Straub & Rai 2007). Since the research model is made up of both constructs, PLS-SEM is 
best suited for evaluating the model (Hair, Hollingsworth, et al. 2017; Hair et al. 2019). The 
thesis used a mixed-method approach; moving from an exploratory to a confirmatory phase. 
As PLS-SEM is best suited when the available theory does not suffice in explaining the 
phenomenon being studied (Hair, Hollingsworth, et al. 2017; Hair, Ringle & Sarstedt 2011), 
it is applicable to this research. PLS-SEM provides the opportunity to explore and extend 
TOE and the opportunity recognition frameworks used in this study. Thirdly, the research 
model evaluated is complex (Hair, Ringle & Sarstedt 2011; Hair et al. 2019). Akter, Fosso 
Wamba and Dewan (2017) stated that a model is said to be complex when it has more than 10 
constructs and 50 indicators. The model estimated in this study is made up of 17 constructs 
and 71 indicators, which is higher than the benchmark given by Akter, Fosso Wamba and 
Dewan (2017). Fourthly, Hair et al. (2019) and Hair, Hollingsworth, et al. (2017) indicate that 
PLS-SEM provides the ability to determine the predictive power of independent variables on 
the dependent variables. For this research, it is essential to know how (and to what extent) the 
factors contribute to social media use; and how social media use influences opportunity 
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recognition to have a holistic understanding of social media effect on entrepreneurial 
opportunity recognition. Finally, PLS-SEM allows for the analysis of small sample sizes, 
which as suggested in the review of Hair et al. (2012) range from 18 to 16,096. While the 
sample sizes analysed for both Australia and Nigeria were both between the range of 100-
400, which according to Hair, Black, et al. (2014) is optimal, multiple group analysis (MGA) 
was performed on smaller samples.  
PLS-SEM, therefore, was suited to the data analysis for this research. The research followed 
the analytical steps recommended by previous studies (e.g. Hair, Hult, et al. 2014; Hair, Hult, 
et al. 2017; Wong 2013 ), which include; model specification, measurement and structural 
model evaluation. Table 4.2 summarises the steps taken, and the criteria fulfilled during the 
course of the analysis. 
 
Table 4.2: Guidelines on using PLS applications adapted from Wong (2013) 
Topics  Suggestions Explicit reference  
Measurement 
scale  
 
Avoid using a categorical 
scale in endogenous 
constructs 
 Fulfilled 
Value for outer 
weight  
 
Use a uniform value of 1 
as starting weight for the 
approximation of the 
latent variable score 
 Fulfilled 
Maximum 
number of 
iterations 
 300  
 Fulfilled 
Bootstrapping   
Bootstrap sample should 
be 5000  
 Fulfilled 
Measurement 
model 
Reflective 
model 
Indicator loading should 
be above 0.70, weights 
greater than 0.4 are 
acceptable in exploratory 
research  
Hulland (1999) Fulfilled  
Internal consistency 
(Composite reliability) 
should be greater than 0.7  
 
Convergent validity 
(AVE) should be greater 
than 0.5 
 
Discriminant validity 
(HTMT) value between 
Henseler, Ringle 
and Sarstedt 
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two constructs should be 
less than 0.90 
 
(2015) 
Formative 
model 
Multicollinearity (VIF) 
should be less than 5 
Report the outer weight, 
outer loading and t-values 
 
Structural 
model 
 Report the coefficient of 
determination (R
2
) 
Assess the path 
significance 
Report the predictive 
relevance (Q
2
) 
Report the effect size (f
2
) 
Report goodness of fit 
 Fulfilled 
*The criteria were derived from the studies of Hair, Hollingsworth, et al. (2017); Hair, Hult, 
et al. (2014); Hair, Ringle and Sarstedt (2011), except where explicit references were 
provided.  
4.6.6.1 Model Specification 
The model was refined based on the findings of the qualitative phase. This helped to specify 
the measurement (outer) and the structural (inner) models. The structural model shows the 
interaction between the constructs that were evaluated. The constructs were derived from the 
field interview and existing literature. A total of 17 constructs were evaluated, with 
hypotheses formulated based on their relationships. Hair, Sarstedt, et al. (2014) stressed that 
circular/cyclic relationships among the constructs in the structural model should be avoided, 
which was adhered to. The measurement model was made up of the indicators of the 
constructs. They were derived from the field study and existing literature. The model 
specification was discussed in detail in Chapters 4 and 5 of this thesis. 
4.6.6.2 Measurement Model Evaluation 
The measurement model evaluation aims to establish the reliability and validity of the 
construct items. The refined model was made up of both reflective and formative constructs, 
and thus they were evaluated separately using the guidelines of Hair, Hult, et al. (2014) and 
Hair, Hult, et al. (2017). For the reflective constructs, the composite reliability was greater 
than 0.7, while the indicator reliability was greater than 0.45. The convergent validity was 
measured using the Average Variance Extracted (AVE), which was higher than 0.50. The 
discriminant validity was achieved by the AVE of each construct being higher than the 
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highest squared correlation with any other construct, and the Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio 
(HTMT) between two constructs was also less than 0.90. 
For the formative constructs, the content validity of the construct items was verified based on 
expert review. The items’ contribution to the construct was measured through bootstrapping. 
The item significance was assessed based on its outer weights and outer loadings. The 
redundancy of the items in the constructs was evaluated based on the multicollinearity of the 
items, where each item’s Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) value was less than 5.  
4.6.6.3 Structural Model Evaluation 
The structural model was evaluated by running a bootstrapping procedure with 5000 samples. 
Based on the result of the bootstrap, the structural path coefficient was used to accept or 
reject the proposed hypotheses. The coefficient of determination R
2
 value derived, explained 
the predictive power of the predictor variables on the dependent variable (e.g. networking, 
searching, observing, experimenting, and data analytics on opportunity recognition). The 
effect size (f
2
) was obtained, which helped describe the individual effect of each of the 
constructs on their dependent variable (e.g. networking on opportunity recognition). 
Predictive relevance (Q
2
) and the predictive effect size (q
2
) were reported, which explained 
the predictive validity of the refined model. The multi-group analysis was carried out on 
subgroups of data (based on age, gender and business age) to understand if there exists a 
significant difference among them. Finally, the model-fit of the refined model was reported. 
4.7 Mixed Method Validity and Inference Drawing  
Venkatesh, Brown and Bala (2013) stressed the importance of the validity of mixed methods. 
This was because earlier research did not synthesize their findings nor present a coherent 
understanding of their research with regard to how each method supports the others. In doing 
this, they proposed that mixed-method inference should be discussed with respect to design 
and explanation quality. 
The design quality is about how the researcher selected the best methods and tools to answer 
the research questions (Venkatesh, Brown & Bala 2013). In validating this, the design 
suitability was established by allowing the research questions to drive the methods to use. 
Due to the exploratory nature of this research, the mixed-method design and individual 
method approach were selected carefully and justified in the preceding sections. The design 
adequacy has been discussed with respect to the validity of each method. Furthermore, the 
validity of the design was checked by triangulating the findings of both the quantitative and 
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qualitative findings. Analytic adequacy was achieved by assessing the data based on 
established guidelines and procedures. This was done in accordance with the established 
guidelines for analysing interviews (Creswell 2012 ; 2014) and PLS-SEM (Hair, Hult, et al. 
2014; Hair, Hult, et al. 2017).  
The explanation quality reflects the extent to which the interpretation and analysis have been 
derived based on the data. It is explained based on three criteria. The integrative efficacy was 
established by grounding the research on existing frameworks. This allowed for the 
qualitative and quantitative strands of the research to be interpreted within the scope of the 
frameworks, such that findings that were not consistent with the theories were also 
mentioned. The inference transferability was achieved by obtaining data from two different 
countries, which differ widely in culture and development levels. This made the findings and 
inference obtained applicable in other contexts. Equally, the steps were explicitly laid out for 
possible replication of the research. The integrative correspondence was achieved by ensuring 
the study satisfied its primary purposes of mixed-method research via an exploratory 
sequential design.  
4.8 Summary 
This chapter describes how the research was carried out. A pragmatism paradigm was used, 
which was due to the mixed-method research design that was employed. The qualitative 
method was implemented using interviews to modify the initial model and develop the survey 
instrument. The quantitative method was used to validate the hypothesis. In the next chapter, 
the findings of the qualitative analysis will be discussed. 
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CHAPTER 5 QUALITATIVE FINDINGS AND THE MODIFIED RESEARCH 
FRAMEWORK
3 
5.1 Introduction 
In the previous chapter, the exploratory method that was used in this study was discussed. 
This chapter presents the results of the qualitative method via interviews conducted with the 
Nigerian and Australian entrepreneurs. It identifies the factors that affect social media use 
and, in turn, how the use of the platforms influences entrepreneur opportunity recognition. 
This qualitative study was conducted to fine-tune the initial research model so that the 
frameworks adopted from TOE and Opportunity Recognition can be further refined. The 
discussion informs responses to the first two research questions of the study.  
The chapter details the findings from the interview by initially outlining the profile of the 
respondents and then presenting discussions around social media use and opportunity 
recognition. Constructs identified from the interviews are discussed with an overview of the 
relationships amongst the factors, concisely presented in a table. The discussion was then 
used to modify the initial model, which is discussed and explored in comparison with existing 
literature. 
5.2 Respondents’ profile  
The study conducted interviews with fourteen respondents, comprising three Australian and 
eleven Nigerian entrepreneurs who represented a total of eighteen businesses. A few 
respondents had two businesses, which were signaled by them having two years in the 
established column in Table 5.1. For respondents that had two businesses, their responses 
were about how social media was used distinctly for each business (e.g. NGR4, NGR5 and 
NGR6). For instance, NGR4 discussed how social media helps differently in his businesses: 
one was an internet service provider while the other was a traffic update company. Table 5.1 
presents the profile of the respondents. The respondents were the founders of the businesses, 
                                                          
3
 Papers that have been published from this chapter include: 
 
a. Olanrewaju, A.S.T., Hossain, M.A., Whiteside, N. and Mercieca, P.,2018a, 'Identifying Social Media’s 
Capability for Recognizing Entrepreneurial Opportunity: An Exploratory Study', paper presented to 
Conference on e-Business, e-Services and e-Society 
b. Olanrewaju, A.S.T., Hossain, M.A., Whiteside, N. and Mercieca, P.,2018b, 'The Influence of Social 
Media on Entrepreneur Motivation and Marketing Strategies in a Developing Country', paper 
presented to Conference on e-Business, e-Services and e-Society. 
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which come from the e-retailing or service industries. They are well educated, either holding 
a university qualification or currently completing one.  
Table 5.1: Respondents’ profile 
Pseudon
yms 
Business 
type/Industry 
Education 
level 
Gender Established Platform used 
NGR1 E-tailing 
Food 
Final year Male 2016 Facebook, Instagram, and 
Twitter 
NGR2 Service/ 
Editor 
Graduate Male 2009 Facebook, WhatsApp, 
Twitter, LinkedIn 
NGR3 Fashion e-
tailing 
Graduate Male 2016 Instagram and Facebook 
NGR4 Service / 
Technology 
industry 
Graduate Male 2012, 2016 Facebook, Instagram, and 
Twitter 
NGR5 Service/ 
Technology 
industry 
Graduate Male 
 
2012, 2016 Facebook, Instagram, and 
Twitter 
NGR6 Service and e-
tailing/ 
Beauty and 
marketing 
Graduate Male 2011, 2016 Facebook and Twitter 
 
NGR7 E-tailing/ 
fashion 
Final year Female 2016 Instagram and WhatsApp 
NGR8 E-tailing/ 
Confectionery 
Final year Female 2015 Instagram and Facebook 
NGR9 E-tailing/ 
Fashion 
Graduate Female 2011 Instagram and Facebook 
NGR10 Service/ 
Beauty 
Final year Female 2013 Instagram and Facebook 
NGR11 Service/ 
Photography 
Final year Male 2015 Instagram 
AUS1 E-tailing/ 
Jewellery 
Graduate Female 2014 Instagram and Facebook 
AUS2 Service/ 
Technology 
industry 
Graduate Male 2017 Instagram, Facebook, 
Twitter, LinkedIn 
AUS3 E-tailing/ 
Fashion 
Graduate Female 2015 Instagram and Facebook 
 
5.3 Social Media Use Factors 
This section aims to provide the findings to the first research question regarding the factors 
that influence social media use by entrepreneurs. Respondents were asked to identify the 
factors that influenced their decision to use social media. Responses were analysed via the 
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TOE framework, with themes and discussion focusing on the technological, individual, 
environmental, and social media platform factors that influenced use. 
5.3.1 Technological Factors 
Technological characteristics in the research are explored regarding the perceived 
technological characteristics (Tornatzky & Klein 1982; Wang, Wang & Yang 2010) of the 
social media platforms used by the respondents. Building from the literature review, several 
factors such as the interactivity, performance expectancy, effort expectancy and perceived 
trust have been found to be crucial to social media adoption and use. The literature was used 
to guide the analyses of the interview data to identify relevant themes. This helped to refine 
the original model proposed in Chapter 3. 
5.3.1.1 Platform perception 
Perceived ease of use: The majority of the respondents highlighted that the ease of use of 
social media platforms was vital in applying them to their businesses. This was explicitly 
stated by several respondents, including NGR3, who said that “those platforms are very easy 
to use”. This is not only important to the respondents themselves, but also to their clients, 
because it makes it easy to engage with the entrepreneurs’ businesses. NGR1 highlighted the 
importance of the “intuitive” nature of social media, as these allowed clients, including those 
who are not necessarily internet savvy, to be able to place orders and carry out other online 
interactions with the business. This opinion was reinforced by other respondents, who 
reiterated social media’s “simplicity” (NGR1), with AUS3 stating that “…Facebook is 
something that is easier to do and set up… Instagram is just easy to use”, or “there are a lot 
of good things with respect to Facebook, which makes it very easy to use and that’s why we 
use it”(AUS2). 
Perceived usefulness: The respondents identified a range of business activities that can be 
completed across social media, which suggest that they saw usefulness in the platforms and 
thus utilized them. For instance, NGR6 and NGR10 stressed the ease of accessibility and 
availability of a ready customer base, as there is no market on earth without its clients on 
social media platforms. AUS2 suggested that social media is useful because it allows for ease 
in relating and communicating with clients, while NGR6 identified the essential role it plays 
in marketing. Another crucial point that was noted is the swiftness that social media offers, 
which allows for quick completion of activities. This was mentioned by NGR10, who stated 
that “my Instagram account can talk to about five people in my absence, then it is easier, 
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faster and saves me the stress of doing some talking”, which allows for quick completion of 
activities and transactions. NGR7 further reinforced the usefulness of social media platforms 
by saying that it is “free and stress-free”. In NGR10’s opinion, the most important reason to 
use social media is the popularity it offers, which was reiterated as thus: 
“Because it has not stopped serving my purpose ... It is useful because it is 
trending ... Instagram has a very good selling point. The moment it stops 
selling and there is something that sells better than Instagram, I will opt in.”  
Perceived information quality: Social media platforms can act as knowledge repositories and 
the respondents reported their ability to have access to vital and useful information as an 
essential factor for them to utilize the platforms. NGR1 illustrated this point as the ability to 
“… read quality content from people; that is one reason why I would still continue to use 
social media …”. The information, however, does not come solely from reading content on 
the platforms. Its role in supporting virtual mentorship, through which the entrepreneurs 
acquire information and knowledge is also essential, as they cannot access such in the 
absence of the platforms. This was seen in the case of NGR10 and NGR11 when they 
discussed being guided by other experts in their business field. As said by NGR11, “because 
the people I can learn from are the people that are useful to me in my creative process, and 
they are on Facebook”. 
Perceived trust: While social media provided access to a range of information and virtual 
mentorship, the respondents still raised concern about the notion of ‘trust’ in relation to social 
media content and information. As an illustration, AUS2 suggested that people tend not to 
trust information from Twitter because it might be broadcast, whereas on Facebook, it might 
be legitimate news. This stance was supported by NGR5 when he said, “anybody can post 
anything on social media but before it can be aired on TV stations, it has to be verified”, 
which influences entrepreneur and client trust of the platforms. Trust of social media 
platforms affects the smaller businesses more, as seen in NGR7’s comment that “the number 
one challenge on Instagram is that people tend to not trust brands with a low number of 
followers or likes. They are always like, is this for real?”. This also implies that if the product 
has not been endorsed by a prominent celebrity/influencer, either through advertising or 
patronising, people will tend not to trust the product, as explained by NGR10.  
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5.3.1.2 Technology peculiarity  
Ngai, Tao and Moon (2015), in his review of social media technologies, found that the 
platforms are built for different purposes and target markets. Building on this, technology 
peculiarity is explained as the distinct way different social media platforms implement and 
direct their operations. The differences can be identified in the actual social media 
technology, but also in the policies associated with different platforms. To illustrate these 
distinctions, the following discussion is based on the social media algorithm, platform 
variation, privacy, and security. These specific issues were raised by the respondents. 
Algorithm: Respondents highlighted that the difference in the underlying algorithms of the 
platforms poses a challenge to its use. This was the position of AUS2, who said that: 
“The different algorithms, obviously if you don’t get the likes and comments in 
a window of the first 10 minutes; it doesn’t get shown to so many people as 
well. So, there is always this little thing about Facebook algorithm that can 
make it really hard for you sometimes”.  
This affects their advertisements and the extent of their content outreach. This was supported 
by NGR8, who said that on Facebook, the algorithms for content promotion are linked to 
payment models. If you do not pay, only a few people can see your content; this even 
includes people who liked your page on the platform. On Instagram, the challenge is 
different. While Instagram supports people seeing your contents as stated by AUS1 and 
NGR10, it prioritises its paid advertisements over non-paid entrepreneur content (NGR11). In 
this case, the adverts load quicker and consume more data, which is detrimental in Nigeria, 
where data costs are high.  
Platform variation: Due to the difference in the algorithms and the way several social media 
platforms are designed, it is difficult to use a single strategy (e.g. marketing) across multiple 
platforms, as this will be highly ineffective. As an example, NGR4 highlighted differences in 
language and information format between different platforms. Twitter, with its restricted post 
length, means that more abbreviations are used, than for other platforms such as Facebook. 
While this may raise concern in understanding different social media posts, it becomes an 
issue when reports or summaries are generated from different platforms. This is especially 
true for auto-generated reports where the differences in format make it difficult for the 
contents to be useful, as the data format is not consistent and there are wide variations in the 
type of content uploaded. Thus, variations in the data impact on its usefulness in helping to 
strategize for future needs. AUS2 took this further by explaining that the customer behaviour 
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on each platform differs, and thus a single approach will not be enough. This was explained 
in detail below: 
“… now we are finding more and more that it’s a bit more complicated; 
different frameworks have their own methods of customer behaviour and how 
they interact with each other… we can’t use the same strategy and 
methodology we use for Facebook for Twitter, because it involves a new set of 
complexities.” 
The platform variation was further detailed by other respondents, who identified the 
variations that could be due to the nature of the platforms in terms of the type of content they 
support or the target market that is on them. Table 5.2 summarizes the respondents’ 
perception of the variation that exists between the platforms. 
 
Table 5.2: Social media platform use variations 
 Facebook Instagram LinkedIn Twitter 
Audience 
demography 
All ages Youths Professionals Youths and 
adults 
Perceived benefit  Brand awareness 
and fruitful 
engagement 
Brand 
awareness 
and sales  
Brand 
awareness 
Brand 
awareness and 
credibility 
Frequency of sales 
and marketing 
posts 
Medium High No recorded 
case 
Low 
Content posted Text/ images Images Text Text 
Post source Fed from 
Instagram 
Primary
  
Primary Fed from 
Instagram 
Data consumption Low High Low Low 
Use for paid 
advertisement 
High High Low  Medium  
 
Privacy: Entrepreneurs highlighted privacy on social media platforms as a challenge. Not 
only is it in regard to elements of the information that the entrepreneurs shared, but also to 
protect the privacy of their clients. This is seen in the respondent’s responses, where they 
complained about the differences in the platforms’ handling of personal data. An example is 
provided by NGR6 who can use Facebook to target advertising or messages to a specific 
market. However, in doing so, other Facebook users may see or determine who is in this 
specific market. While this may not always be a concern, this respondent indicated that for 
some groups, especially those related to health issues, privacy could be an issue. The 
respondent stated this in relation to targeting groups such as HIV+ people; according to him, 
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this is a privacy breach as other Facebook users may then know who else is part of this group.  
The handling of personal information that is put up by clients on the platforms allows their 
confidential information to be exploited and thus is a challenge to the clients (NGR1). In 
another instance, NGR7 noted that privacy is treated differently by each platform. Instagram, 
has few privacy settings and thus, you can go through people’s networks and directly contact 
their friends; unlike Facebook, where you have the option to restrict the display of your 
friend's list. The issue of privacy affects how entrepreneurs share information on several 
platforms, with the most common being on Facebook, as highlighted by AUS2, NGR5 and 
NGR6.  
Other respondents mentioned the security of the respective platforms. AUS2 noted that the 
prevalence of new threats from the platforms such as new viruses and phishing is influencing 
the use of several platforms. The concern of security of the platforms is also extended to the 
protocols and services (such as payment gateways) that can ‘plug into’ the platforms. The 
users of the platforms also presented a fear of identity theft, which can lead to fraud, thus 
illustrating further concerns of privacy. 
5.3.2 Environmental Factors 
Environmental factors in the study were investigated using earlier literature on social media 
and entrepreneur as a guide (e.g.Ahani, Rahim & Nilashi 2017b; Schaupp & Bélanger 2014). 
Based on established literature, it is seen that the factors differ based on the context that the 
businesses operate (Tornatzky, Fleischer & Chakrabarti 1990; Wang, Wang & Yang 2010). 
Findings from the interviews identified external pressure and poor infrastructure as factors 
that influence social media use amongst entrepreneurs and will be discussed in the following 
subsections. 
5.3.2.1 External Pressure 
An essential reason an entrepreneur makes use of social media platforms is the external 
pressure that is mounted by clients, competitors/co-businesses, and people around them. 
Simply, your clients and competitors are using social media and thus, this forces the 
participants to also engage with such platforms. This is evidenced by the responses such as, 
“a lot of people are on Instagram these days” (NGR11) or, “you know most people that I 
know that are into the cake business are using Instagram” (NGR8) or, “because Instagram is 
actually the trending thing” (NGR10). This was aptly summarised by AUS3 as thus: “It is 
because everybody is on it, every business is on it, every person who knows, every customer, 
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and every marketer is on it. There is nothing really much to it apart from that it is just the 
standard for the industry”.  
5.3.2.2 Poor ICT Infrastructure  
Nigerian entrepreneurs primarily complained about the poor infrastructure (e.g. internet, data 
cost and electricity) in the country. The primary challenge faced by Nigerian entrepreneurs is 
the huge cost of internet subscription in the country, which is a daunting one for the 
entrepreneurs and their clients. A total of 62.7% of the country’s population lives on less than 
$2 a day (National Bureau of Statistics 2017). Depending on the frequency of use, the 
average cost of mobile data is $4/GB. The average Nigerian client cannot afford the internet 
data cost, and this was alluded to by NGR4 as thus: “a lot of people can’t afford daily access 
to the internet as much as they would want to and that affects a lot of business 
opportunities”. In essence, the majority of the Nigerian respondents simply state that “data 
cost is very expensive” (NGR5) and this then impacts on how they can engage with social 
media services and platforms. 
Also, the quality of the internet service derived from the data subscription is poor. That is, the 
cost of mobile data does not match the reliability of access. NGR3 stated that, “when we get 
to pay a lot more for the service of our mobile phone company, they don’t give us as much as 
what we are paying”. 
The reach of the internet services is also a challenge, with NGR1 stating that, “there’s still a 
lot of places that internet is yet to reach in Africa, in Nigeria actually”. In the areas where 
there is an internet connection, “most times the network is bad, so we have to be reposting 
and reposting” (NGR3), referring to content on the social media platforms before their clients 
can get to see it. In addition, the respondents complained about the challenge of erratic power 
supply. NGR3 lamented that “… electricity as well; you have to carry a power bank for you 
to function very well on social media with your phone to monitor orders”. 
5.3.3 Social Media Platform Factors 
These are factors that influence the use of social media by entrepreneurs because of its 
openness, speed of information propagation and its function as an information repository. 
Social media platform factors will be explained with respect to platform abuse and 
information overload.  
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5.3.3.1 Platform abuse 
Respondents complained that a challenging factor affecting the use of social media is the 
potential abuse of the platforms by clients and competitors. This was primarily discussed 
within the context of the inappropriate use of the platforms, stealing of ideas, fraud and 
reputation damage.  
Inappropriate use of platforms: A significant challenge faced by the entrepreneurs is the 
inappropriate use of social media platforms, which makes it challenging to derive maximal 
benefit from using them. NGR6 said: “The negative part is that people generally abuse 
things”, which in this context is the concern of cyberbullying on social media. This statement 
was reiterated by other respondents with NG6 specifically raising concerns of cyber-bullying 
and “trolling” to discourage people from using the platforms for their businesses.  
NGR4 presented a scenario where inappropriate use occurs when irrelevant information or 
products are linked to social media posts. This respondent used the example of a specific 
hashtag being high-jacked by inappropriate advertising. 
 “… For example #traffictalk, #lagostraffic is always busy because that’s 
where people have their traffic updates during the day, so do you know what 
they start doing, a person that wants to market Viagra, or what that does not 
have to do with what the hashtag is meant for, would be using those 
hashtags.”  
In this instance, the respondent was prompted to develop their own custom-built application 
and moved their clients there.  
Stealing of ideas: Social media access and openness has made the stealing of ideas more 
rampant among entrepreneurs and clients. Social media access can assist in determining what 
different businesses are promoting, and while this can support competitor intelligence, it 
means that an individual entrepreneur could be ‘spied upon’ and have their original ideas 
copied. NGR9 said: “another challenge while using Instagram is that you have to be careful 
of competition… because while you are posting stuff, people might be spying …” This was 
further supported by AUS2, who identified the adverse effect of idea theft by stating that it 
leads to “homogenization of ideas”, as people do not have original ideas and this leads to 
competition for the same ideas. In the case of NGR7 and NGR3, they highlighted that people 
“even go as low as asking you to send them your product picture without your signature mark 
or watermark on it”, which allows them to pose the product as their own and get their 
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customers.  
Perceived reputational damage: The respondents cited reputational damage as a major factor 
that influences their social media use. NGR1 bemoaned that “people damage people’s 
personality on simple mistakes”, and this is due to the publicity and fast information spread 
on social media. As stated by NGR4, the reputation damage would have already been done 
“even before you have the opportunity to defend yourself… you might have some reputation 
damage before you know it, which can probably cripple some opportunity”. NGR5 gave a 
vivid scenario where his company’s reputation was tarnished on social media by a client 
posting wrong information about an order he placed and it was costly to manage, which 
equally caused the loss of a number of deals due to a fabricated scandal by a client. This has 
made the entrepreneurs extremely cautious of social media use. 
Scams: The possibility of having multiple accounts on social media platforms allows for 
impersonation and scams. This is a significant challenge for the entrepreneurs, as duplicate 
accounts can be used to scam others in their names. This was seen in the case of NGR5, 
where their name was used to scam potential clients. NGR8 equally talked about the fear of 
both the entrepreneur and clients being scammed, which affects the trust and use of social 
media platforms. This was summarised by NGR6 as thus: “people create false accounts with 
fake names … it allows for anonymous posts, so fraud is very easy”. 
5.3.3.2 Information overload  
Information overload is a challenge faced by entrepreneurs on social media platforms. This is 
due to several reasons. Primary among them is the time it consumes to manage the contents 
and use the platforms as highlighted by AUS1 and NGR11. Other respondents stated that it 
could be challenging to use the platforms “due to the large amount of data” (NGR2) or 
“massive information” (AUS2) or “a myriad of information” (NGR4), which can lead to 
people getting lost on the platform. It was better stated by AUS1 thus: “you can get quite 
stressed I suppose by everything that is posted by everyone; it can be overwhelming” 
5.3.4 Individual Entrepreneur Factors 
5.3.5.1 Absorptive capacity  
Absorptive capacity, according to Cohen and Levinthal (1990) is the ability to value/identify, 
acquire, assimilate and exploit information to an organization’s benefit for commercial 
purposes. Based on the interviews with the respondents, it was seen that one key driver for 
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the use of social media was the immense potential it offers to the entrepreneur business. The 
primary value identified by the majority of the respondents is the massive number of people 
on these platforms. For example, NGR5 identified social media’s strength as being a large 
human repository; “there are over 25million people on Facebook in Nigeria. You cannot 
afford not to do Facebook adverts, as that is the highest congregation of Nigerians…” This 
was corroborated by other respondents, with statements by AUS2, NGR6 and NGR1. 
After identifying the value that social media offers, the respondents stated how vital it was for 
them to learn how to use the various platforms and incorporate these into their respective 
businesses. The process of learning and assimilating was found to be a distinguishing point 
among several respondents, and they can be categorized into three groups based on this. The 
first group of respondents took the effort to learn and understand the less popular social 
media platforms. Respondents such as AUS2 tried to learn and assimilate the use of 
Snapchat, so as to exploit it in their business pursuits. This was seen when they stated that: 
“For Snapchat, still not sure, we have not done anything there yet; we are still 
doing our research around it. It is a later stage kind of social media for the 
business. Still kind of working out how Snapchat works”. 
NGR2 took to learning other social media platforms aside from Facebook, in which he 
already had proficiency. He noted that he kept using Twitter and Instagram because he was 
increasingly getting better and more comfortable with them, which improved his perception 
of the platforms. During his period of learning, he acknowledged the importance of building 
“adequate capacity” to maximize the benefits offered by the various platforms. 
The second group of respondents made use of selective learning in choosing the specific 
platforms to make use of and learn, so as to exploit their business purposes. This was seen in 
NGR8, who admitted that she did not know how to use the LinkedIn platform but was taking 
active steps to learn it via a Google online marketing course she was taking, and then using 
the knowledge for her business. But for Twitter, she did not know how to use it, and she was 
not bothered about learning how to use it as it did not appeal to her clients. This was also seen 
in the case of AUS3. The ability of the respondents to learn and assimilate social media 
platforms influences their perception of them. The platforms became easier to use while 
discovering their usefulness to their respective businesses. 
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The third group of respondents such as AUS1 and NGR4 simply stuck with the popular 
platforms that they were proficient with. This group of respondents did not bother learning 
how to make use of new platforms for their business purposes. All the entrepreneurs 
interviewed exploited social media for their personal use, which was evidenced by their 
discussion on social media and how it impacted their business, and on a broader scale how it 
influenced their opportunity recognition process. 
5.3.5.2 Perceived resource availability 
The respondents cited several resource constraints as issues that can impact their engagement 
with social media. Almost all of the entrepreneurs cited time as the primary constraint in 
social media use. AUS1 said: “it is time-consuming” and according to NGR2, it entails a 
“social cost”. The time involves the period to post content and manage the accounts. Other 
resources mentioned include effort and capital. This was reflected on by NGR9, who said that 
her lack of time and effort dedication on social media influenced her use of the platform 
effectively and affected her business performance on the platforms. NGR2 further highlighted 
that these resources are crucial in managing social media platforms because working as an 
entrepreneur and managing social media platforms simultaneously can be cumbersome. 
AUS3 summarized the resource availability by discussing the challenges she faces in her 
business regarding the huge requirement needed by social media; “that’s a lot of investment 
of time, capital and just effort”. 
5.4 Discontinuation of Use of Social Media 
The interviews also identified factors that lead to the discontinuation of the use of social 
media by entrepreneurs. While this was actually rare among the entrepreneurs interviewed, it 
was found that one of the primary factors causing this is an addiction to the platform. This 
point was stated by NGR9 when she said, “addiction is a major thing, if you are not addicted 
to it, it might be difficult to thrive well on it”. This was echoed by NGR1 when he said “… I 
was becoming so fixated that I was becoming like I lived on people’s likes and shares, I 
didn’t want that ...” 
Another cause noted by AUS3 related to maintaining a social media presence when there was 
nothing new to report. In this example, there was an issue with their major product line, 
which led to them posting less of their original content and more random or irrelevant 
information, which negatively affected the visibility of their posts. This led to them being 
“shadow-banned” by Instagram, which makes fewer people see their content and led to a 
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decrease in engagement. They realized that their engagement on social media “was going 
from a higher amount of number of likes like this says to 145, so as soon as we started 
posting junk, it came really low and at one point we had only 20”; and that did not motivate 
them to continue using social media platforms for their business. 
AUS3 suggested that the momentum of sharing of messages created by their use of social 
media can also lead to a decline in the need for creating new messages. That is, the 
respondents started to get natural advertisement through other social media users’ referrals, 
which in turn allowed the entrepreneurs to reduce their initial social media paid advertising. 
Moreover, it was difficult for them to be able to quantify the ROI of their social media 
engagement and advertisement, which really discouraged them. This was stated by NGR4 
and NGR1 equally. Whereas, in NGR1’s case, their primary clients (students) were not on 
campus due to strike action in their school, and there was no point or incentive in using social 
media for their operations. 
5.5 Opportunity Recognition 
This section outlines the ways social media may help entrepreneurs in recognizing business 
opportunities. Opportunity is discussed using the definitions of Hansen, Shrader and Monllor 
(2011) as key foci, including the migration of an idea into a new product, identification of 
new markets, and improving customer relations. This study identified a further element of 
opportunity, which is that of new events. This was described by respondents as being the 
means to identify events such as competitions, training and seminars, which could improve 
their businesses and potentially lead to new opportunities.  
In recognizing new opportunities, all the respondents agreed that social media plays a crucial 
role in the opportunity recognition process. Explicitly the respondents stated that: “it helps” 
(AUS3, NGR5, NGR7, NGR8, NGR9); or “social media has helped me to identify 
opportunities” (NGR3 and NGR10); while NGR4 indicated that it had helped him “... to 
expand and grow beyond our limited resources”. Based on several examples in the course of 
the interviews, it was found that social media basically supports the discovery of 
entrepreneurial opportunity. Opportunity recognition was identified as impacting on the 
development of new products, markets, events and better customer relations and these are 
further discussed under the following sections.  
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5.5.1 New Products/Services 
The respondents indicated that Social media provide entrepreneurs with a range of 
opportunities and ways to recognize new products and services. Building on the Hansen, 
Shrader and Monllor (2011) definition of opportunity, the notion of new products involves 
the development of an idea into a business or creating a solution to an existing problem.  
The respondents saw that social media allows for an ‘idea’ to be recognized, and this is the 
starting process for developing a potential new product (NGR1 & NGR9). As illustrated by 
NGR11, “social media is where the ideas are…”. Social media was found to play a vital role 
in recognizing viable ideas, which were later translated to business opportunities and 
exploited. This afforded the respondents the chance to expand their businesses further. Based 
on the interview, it was seen that social media allowed the respondents to recognize new 
opportunities regarding new products based on the interactivity feature of the platforms. 
Entrepreneurs by exploiting the interactivity (e.g. comment, instant messaging) were able to 
bring in new products or provide a solution to existing problems in their environment based 
on their interactions with people on the platforms.  
The social media tools themselves are continually evolving and the respondents indicated that 
as new features are built into the platforms and software, these features could actually be 
exploited as a means to develop a new product. As an example, NGR1 recalled that after 
Facebook launched their chatbot, he and his co-founder recognized it as a new avenue to 
introduce a new product. They utilized the chatbot feature to launch an autonomous service 
where their clients can order their food and get their order confirmation. In another instance, 
he made mention of how Facebook notifies them of their customers’ birthdays as an avenue 
to introduce a new product around birthday packages. As the participant, NGR1, said: 
“At the start of the business, we were focusing more on food delivery… But as 
we moved on, we noticed that Facebook always notifies us of the birthdays of 
our friends…, that helped to think about a new idea of doing a birthday 
package... social media helped us to think about birthdays as a business 
point... So, social media helped us recognize that opportunity.” 
In introducing new products, respondents indicated that social media allows them to identify 
and solve environmental challenges, through which new opportunities were recognized. For 
example, car traffic is a major challenge, and social media enabled NGR4 to introduce a new 
product based on crowdsourced information (from Twitter and Facebook) for traffic updates, 
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which eased the flow of vehicles. Another instance was for NGR3, where he was aware of the 
climate and environmental challenges in the fashion industry based on his interactions on the 
platforms. He was able to introduce environmentally friendly products based on indigenous 
materials while promoting made-in-Nigeria products.  
Respondents also mentioned that interacting with other people on the platforms made them 
aware of new products they could introduce into the market. NGR8 identified the need for 
halal (consumables permitted for Muslims) confectioneries by interacting with people on her 
business handle and other social media groups. She improved on the new idea she got from 
the platforms before exploiting the same by selling halal products. For other respondents such 
as NGR7, NGR8, and NGR10, social media allows them to recognize opportunities of 
developing new products through its ability to make them aware of the latest trends and 
guiding them in a step-by-step way as to how to get it done. 
5.5.2 New Market 
One of the most important ways that all of the respondents agreed that social media had 
helped entrepreneurs is identifying new markets which they could exploit. Social media, due 
to its extensive outreach, allows for new areas and product niches to be explored. AUS1 
indicated that social media allowed for the expansion of her market to an international 
audience that she had not previously promoted to. Social media had an advantage of making 
it much easier for her to reach a broader, in this case, an international, market in a short 
period of time. 
NGR11, in considering social media’s ability to identify new international markets, also 
suggested that social media served as an avenue for established brands and people to identify 
the work of new entrepreneurs. This opens up new clients and access to markets they will not 
have been able to reach without the presence of social media. This is illustrated by the 
following example from NGR11: 
“Social media has helped me to get some clients I would never think of 
getting. A scenario is that actually I was just playing, and I shot one photo 
with Coca-Cola … I decided to tag Coca-Cola in the picture and to my 
surprise, I got a DM from Coca-Cola and they invited me down for an event in 
Lagos … as a norm I wouldn’t have thought of getting a Coca-Cola invite …”  
Another factor identified by the respondents is that social media allows them to extend 
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beyond their initial markets. As seen from NGR1, social media allows him to “unveil” a 
whole new market of clients due to the presence of their products on social media. This was 
explained by their primary target market being students, but due to the presence that social 
media affords them, they started getting orders from corporate organisations, which was the 
new market that social media allowed them to recognize and exploit; and was critical to their 
business survival in its early stages. Social media also gives the entrepreneur the opportunity 
of being aware of other growing markets that can be exploited, which they would not be 
aware of in the absence of social media. NGR6, for instance, recognized an opportunity in the 
beauty niche and partnered with his wife to exploit the market.  
5.5.3 Better Customer Relations  
The respondents suggested that social media gave them the opportunity to discover and learn 
ways to serve their customers better, and in some cases, differently. This, in turn, added value 
to their businesses, improved customer relations as well as customer retention. For NGR10, 
use of Instagram indicated the need to create business cards, which are available online and 
also physically, which promoted her contact details, thus increasing direct access to her from 
new clients. The ease of access that her clients had, allowed her to better serve her clients by 
responding to enquiries quicker, thus, improving her brand and creating potential avenues for 
future businesses. Customers often need to gather information about an organisation before 
conducting business with them. This form of background checking assists in determining the 
validity of an organisation. AUS1 indicated that her clients are able to view her various social 
media accounts and that it assists in promoting the value and authenticity of her business. 
This can reinforce the notion of trust that the clients have in her, which in turn improves or 
maintains her client relations. 
Previous research has identified the importance of a feedback loop between clients and 
business (Harrigan & Miles 2014; Kudeshia, Sikdar & Mittal 2016). The interactive elements 
of social media allow for entrepreneurs to relate with the clients while also giving an avenue 
for criticisms to be addressed, which improves their customer relations. For NGR5, social 
media served as an avenue to engage with his clients by allowing for round the clock 
interaction when the need arises. He further mentioned how it serves as a virtual office where 
day-to-day activities are carried out, such as the announcement of events and business 
updates. This allows for improved efficiency through better response time for their clients. 
AUS2 further explained by stating that: 
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“If anybody has a complaint, they can contact us through one of our channels 
on social media… It is kind of good in that you can manage your own message 
spread to some extent, like if you post something and there is a wrong 
reaction, you can actually delete it as a control or mitigate that risk, which 
can be potentially damaging to your brand if you don’t do that.”  
By serving their clients differently, social media also allows the respondents to see what other 
entrepreneurs and businesses are doing in different environments and then introduce similar 
processes within the respondent’s own business. NGR9, for instance, introduced “freebies” to 
her business and travelling down to her customer locations (addresses), which improved their 
positive experience. NGR8, however, sought to appreciate her clients in a different way by 
“sending them personal notes or letting me say a personal card to each customer”, which 
she saw from a Facebook page.  
5.5.4 New Events 
The respondents suggested that social media assisted in their personal and business 
development by identifying events, competitions, seminars and other training that could 
support the development of their business skills and competencies. This was stated briefly 
and precisely by NGR3:  
“Social media has helped me to identify opportunities. Because there is a lot of 
things that go on; like social media helps you to get invited to seminars and 
entrepreneurship development workshops. Those opportunities only arrive due 
to your presence on social media platforms”.  
Surprisingly, a sizable number of entrepreneurs experienced this as a form of opportunity in 
its own right, which is afforded by social media. On the social media platforms, the 
respondents were able to attend events and training that are hosted through groups (e.g. 
Facebook groups). For instance, NGR6 attended a Facebook group training session on beauty 
products importation from China. The training led to new opportunities for him to start 
importing the products in collaboration with his wife who is a beautician. A similar 
experience was related by AUS3, who viewed attending a training session on sourcing 
products from factories in China as a “great opportunity” for her to expand her cloth trading 
business to the acquisition of new clothes. 
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In addition, social media allows for the entrepreneur to be aware of events and training, 
which they would not have known of in the absence of the platforms. For example, NGR11 
was able to know about a photoshoot competition in South Africa that he participated in, 
which allowed him to meet other people and discover the South African market. A similar 
story was repeated by NGR7 (cloth designer competition), who expressed happiness at the 
opportunity that social media afforded her in competitions. Another example of new events 
was provided by NGR2, who became aware of scholarships on entrepreneurship courses via 
his use of social media platforms. AUS3 recalled that if not for the influence of social media 
that led to an invitation to the program, she would not have been able to join the young social 
pioneers programme in Australia, which is extremely competitive to access. Apart from 
access to competitions and programmes, social media has equally opened up opportunities for 
the entrepreneurs to further sharpen their skills via internships (NGR10) that were made 
available to them via such platforms.  
5.6 Social Media Capabilities Supporting Opportunity Recognition  
Section 5.5 outlined the ways that opportunities can be identified as new markets, new 
products or engagement with customers. It is the technological interconnectivity of social 
media that fosters these opportunities. This section explores this through a number of social 
media capabilities, including those of networking, searching, observing, experimenting and 
data analytics capabilities. The networking and searching capability will be explained in the 
light of a Smith, Smith and Shaw (2017) study, which also investigated entrepreneur social 
media use. All the capabilities will be discussed further in the later sections. The biggest 
driver of opportunity recognition on social media is due to the fact that it is open and public, 
as mentioned by NGR6. This stance was corroborated by virtually all the respondents, with 
NGR5 stating that if there is any new innovation that has attracted more people than social 
media platforms, he will move there too. NGR6 summarizes the several capabilities of social 
media on how it supports opportunity recognition in the excerpt below. 
“It is because a lot of people are there. It is easy to watch people via social 
media. You know the best ideas come from seeing the problems that all these 
people have. So because Facebook has like 2 billion people, 17 million 
Nigerians on Facebook alone; so you know if it were the old ways, you would 
hire 20 people to watch people, how long will it take you to study 500 people 
in real life; but on social media, very easy, a lot of people are on it, you watch 
them and find out their problems…. So, I think the main characteristic is that 
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there are a lot of people and it is good for surveying and validating your 
ideas... the ability to observe people, the ability to survey, the ability to search 
and the ability to network are important characteristics of social media.” 
5.6.1 Networking Capability 
The networking capability of social media platforms plays a vital role for entrepreneurs in 
recognizing opportunities. The ability to network and accumulate social capital by interacting 
with different people allows prospective customers to know more about the entrepreneur’s 
business. This leads to accessing new markets or introducing new products, as seen with 
NGR5 and NGR6. Networking is a principal factor in opportunity recognition and resource 
mobilization for entrepreneurs in the offline entrepreneurship literature. Based on the 
interview analysis, networking on social media was identified to be crucial for opportunity 
recognition due to its ability to support digital relations and network transparency. It was also 
seen that digital relations (social interactivity, scalability, and interoperability) and 
association were crucial to networking on social media. Transversability, which is discussed 
in the later section, was not done by most of the respondents, and visibility according to 
them, was not vital for their opportunity recognition. Due to this, social interactivity, 
scalability, interoperability, and association were considered as dimensions of networking in 
the quantitative phase. 
5.6.1.1 Digital relations  
Digital relations involve establishing relationships with other people on social media 
platforms. The respondents agreed that the social media digital relations feature was crucial 
for them to be able to recognize opportunities, and this was explored through the notions of 
social interactivity, scalability, and interoperability. 
Social interactivity: Social interactivity entails how entrepreneurs establish relationships with 
others on social media. It is the most prominent way that networking on social media 
supports opportunity recognition and resource mobilization. On social media, entrepreneurs 
can communicate and interact with one another without any kind of constraint. This gave 
room for the respondents to forge relationships with more established people, which they 
would not have been able to do without social media; where they could interact and pitch 
their businesses. The interactivity of social media allowed respondents like NGR6 to 
recognize opportunities by relating to people on social media groups. In addition, social 
media capability for commenting and tagging helped in opportunity recognition. In the case 
Qualitative Findings And The Modified Research Framework 
106 
 
of NGR11, it afforded him the opportunity to be aware of events such as competitions and 
also connect with one of the best photographers in Nigeria. The interactivity of social media 
also allowed NGR3 and NGR4 to fine-tune their ideas and develop new products. For the 
Australian respondents, social media interactivity is only useful as a first point of contact 
(AUS1) and just allows you to get to meet people but not actively identify opportunities 
(AUS2). 
Scalability: The ability to send and receive mass information on social media platforms 
afforded the respondents the opportunity to enhance their customer relations. This is achieved 
by disseminating information (text, short video or picture) on their social media handles to 
pass relevant information across. NGR8 explained that social media allows her to showcase 
her products to all her clients without the need to send them individual messages. This makes 
them aware of her new products in brief time spans, which leads to better sales and customer 
relations. For NGR6, scalability of social media allows for business partnerships to be 
established, after which social interactivity follows, which helps in efficient resource 
mobilization as evidenced in the interview with him. 
Interoperability: Interoperability of social media allows for better customer relations and 
ease of social media operations by allowing the entrepreneurs to post similar or different 
contents across several social media platforms simultaneously. This is aided by the syncing of 
various social media platforms together; such as Facebook and Instagram, or the use of 
software that allows for scheduling and posting contents across the platforms. For example, 
AUS1 uses personalized systems to manage the content she shares on her social media 
platforms, and NGR5 uses ISTTP. For the majority of the Nigerian entrepreneurs, whatever 
goes to their Instagram account reflects on their Facebook personal account because they are 
connected. This is summarized by most respondents thus: “... whatever goes to my Instagram 
goes to my Facebook …” (NGR11). 
5.6.1.2 Network transparency  
The ability of the entrepreneur to be able to view their network and be equally aware of other 
people’s networks is crucial for opportunity recognition.  
Association: Social media allows for entrepreneurs to know about the existence of 
connections in their network. This allows them to tap into such networks and make optimal 
use of the network connections at their disposal. As explained by the respondents, social 
media platforms such as Facebook, Twitter and Instagram suggest network connections based 
Qualitative Findings And The Modified Research Framework 
107 
 
on their interests, which allows the entrepreneur to be aware of more possible connections 
that they can establish, form relationships with and get ideas from. NGR3 noted that 
association on social media allows you to have access to novel information regarding new 
markets, new products and events. NGR1 took the discussion a bit further when he 
highlighted the ability to connect on social media based on “interest point”; this allows for 
getting information, and in his own case, meeting his co-founder.  
Transversability: Social media, through its ability to allow entrepreneurs to navigate through 
their own and other people’s networks, allows them “to research into networks easier” 
(AUS1). The transversability capability of social media was seen as not vital by the majority 
of the respondents in recognizing opportunities on social media platforms. However, NGR1 
and NGR6 noted the “ripple effect”, which occurs due to the ability to go through their own 
and other people’s networks to generate a string of connections that can be leveraged for their 
business use. For NGR6, he was able to go through networks on Facebook groups and 
navigate through the members, connect with them, and build personal relationships. 
Visibility: Network visibility affordance did not really play a crucial role in opportunity 
recognition as gathered from the interviews. The entrepreneurs argued that the primary 
reason they are on social media platforms is because of the visibility it offers, which can open 
up opportunities for new markets and customers. NGR5, for example, said that the ability of 
their network to be visible and to follow celebrities pushes the celebrities’ fans to follow 
them and go for their service.  
5.6.2 Searching Capability 
The searching capability of social media played essential roles in recognizing opportunities 
by the respondents. The excerpt from NGR6 below highlights the several affordances of 
digital search on social media, where he discussed the ability to search and retrieve contents 
on social media, based on criteria that allow for narrowing the search to the specific 
information required. 
“…by the time you use search, for example on Twitter, it will tell you is it 
everything related to the search you want or just that one e.g. just hashtags or 
tweets, so if you want to find people from what they are saying, their 
conversation, you can search and find people talking about it … so it allows 
for searching and retrieving as they both go together ... On social media, once 
you post something, it is on it for life so it can be revisited, except for the latest 
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trend of disappearing posts like Snapchat that whatever you put there 
disappears after 24 hours and you cannot go back to it … It allows me to keep 
track of information ...”  
Based on the excerpt, he also highlighted the persistence and reviewability of the information 
posted on social media platforms. To explain this, he mentioned that he is able to search for 
information no matter how long ago it was posted; and he can keep track of both the 
information and comments. Social media search capability is enhanced through the use of 
hashtags, locations, tweets, time duration etc. This notion was indicated by NGR11, who 
said, “it’s a lot easier when you can just type anything, any senseless thing and yet Instagram 
will still give you something”. Similarly, for NGR10, social media handles allowed her to 
look for information that helped in identifying opportunities to produce better and equally 
stay on top of her industry. Respondents such as NGR7 and NGR11 also supported the 
notion, with NGR7 even calling social media “a library or an archive of information”, where 
the information can always be gotten when needed. The information can be retrieved either 
through searching from the search bar of the social media platform or exporting the same to 
their devices using third-party apps as seen from NGR10. NGR5 adds: 
“Information search is crucial to our business, as we have to know everything 
pertaining to our industry… we try as much to get a lot of information the 
moment they happen… Once our customer calls us to ask about something, we 
already know about it ... Before you even start a business, you have to have a 
social following; you have to have a basic knowledge of the industry. Getting 
information is not something that can be taught in school; it is a skill that we 
have built over the years, and it has helped us in identifying opportunities.”  
The excerpt above by NGR5 summarises the debate around information search in the 
entrepreneurship literature. A school of thought argues that a fruitful information search is 
based on the entrepreneur’s previous knowledge (Baron 2006; Ucbasaran, Westhead & 
Wright 2009; Westhead, Ucbasaran & Wright 2009), while not actively searching for the 
information. This is seen where he said, “… you have to have a social following, you have to 
have a basic knowledge of the industry, getting information is not something that can be 
taught in school, it is a skill that we have built over the years, and it has helped us in 
identifying opportunities”. 
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The other school of thought argues in favour of active systematic search in opportunity 
recognition, which is championed by works such as Fiet (2007); Fiet and Patel (2008); Fiet, 
Piskounov and Patel (2005). This position argues that opportunity identification comes with a 
systematic active search, where the entrepreneur looks for information at strategic places, 
which leads to opportunity recognition. This is seen in the first two sentences of the excerpt, 
where NGR5 clearly stated that they search for information, and this leads to opportunities 
for better customer services. This school of thought is most prevalent among the 
interviewees. NGR8 for instance, actively searches for opportunities regarding new ideas, 
while NGR7 searches for opportunities regarding new products, and AUS3 searches for 
information regarding her competitors so as to identify opportunities on how to stay ahead of 
them. 
5.6.3 Observing Capability 
Social media provides a fertile ground for observation. The interviews suggest that 
observation is primarily done intentionally by following some users or accounts without 
actively contacting the person. However, in some scenarios, the respondents admitted having 
contacted those account owners for clarity. The underlying motive for observing, as stated by 
NGR5, is to “… learn from what they are doing … I said we get ideas from social media, 
from following other people and businesses and trying to replicate the same in our business”. 
Observing capability on social media allows NGR3 and AUS3 to observe their competitors’ 
actions “so as to stand out and add value to what we are doing” (NGR3). This allows them 
to identify opportunities, know what their competitors are doing and learn ways to stay ahead. 
Other respondents observe their clients’ social media handles to be able to identify their 
needs and thus introduce new products to them, while others identify opportunities regarding 
customer relations, and learn what is in vogue so as to easily tap into the new wave. This was 
evidenced in discussions with NGR7, NGR8, and NGR10. NGR10 follows businesses in her 
niche environment and even goes a step further by setting up post notifications whereby when 
the favourite account she is observing puts up new contents, she is alerted. This allows her to 
learn new things from them and as she puts it, “… will be losing out” if she does not. NGR9 
observes successful businesses and “tries to see what they are doing to get to where they are 
…” so as to improve her own business. NGR8 even went as far as stating that she does not 
necessarily follow those in her niche of business, which allows her to see things from diverse 
viewpoints and implement what she learns in her business. As mentioned by NGR11, the 
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beauty of observing is that there is no infringement on people’s rights, and no one knows that 
you are observing their handles. 
5.6.4 Experimenting Capability 
Social media is making it easier for entrepreneurs to experiment with new products and to 
check for their viability in the market before moving to large scale output. This was reported 
by NGR1, NGR5 and NGR6, who discussed the strength of social media in allowing them to 
know which products to introduce to the market; at what location and at what time to 
introduce them. In the excerpt below, NGR6 described how experimenting new products on 
social media is done alongside with observation. His position was reinforced by NGR5, who 
discussed the same thing: 
“I easily test new products through social media, just put it out there with 
maybe $5 or less on Facebook ads and promote it just to see how people are 
going to engage with it … We use social media to validate products or 
services … you can also use social adverts to validate ideas to find out if 
people will be interested in what you want to do on that ...”  
AUS3 furthered the discussion on how experimenting on social media allowed her to identify 
opportunities regarding her markets. If she had not tested her products on social media, she 
would not have been able to identify her target market and appropriately cater to them. The 
ability to test the market helps the respondents to better compete with established businesses 
and allows for opportunity recognition. In testing products, social media allows for targeting 
prospective new clients/markets by restricting who sees or and where their product 
advertisement is shown. According to NGR5, Facebook targeting gave them access to a set of 
clients at a particular location and age range, which could not have been achieved using other 
media. 
5.6.5 Data analytics Capability 
Social media platforms such as Facebook and Instagram now afford users the ability to 
analyse how people interact with their content. AUS2 indicated that social media helped in 
understanding their clients’ behaviour and gave them the opportunity to be able to plan and 
strategize based on the insights they received. This was echoed by NGR4, for whom social 
media data analytics insights helped to know the expectation of new markets, how clients 
relate with their products, and how profitable it is to expand into those markets. The 
Instagram platform allows individual accounts to upgrade to a business account, which comes 
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with an analysis-oriented platform that allows entrepreneurs to know how people engage with 
their content. This was mentioned by NGR10 and NGR11 and allows the entrepreneurs to 
know which products of theirs are being preferred by their clients, thus allowing for 
opportunity recognition.  
5.7 Opportunity Exploitation  
The respondents, in their discussion on opportunity recognition on social media, equally 
detailed scenarios where they have exploited the opportunities. This was seen in virtually all 
the respondents, who have exploited opportunities recognized on social media. In the case of 
NGR1, he talked about Facebook birthday notifications, which have been incorporated into 
his business. A similar response was seen with NGR6, whose mentor in setting up his 
business was met on Facebook. Other respondents such as NGR5, NGR9 and NGR10 have 
equally exploited the opportunities they recognized on social media.  
5.8 Resource Mobilization 
Social media has not only offered entrepreneurs the chance to recognize opportunities but 
equally allows them to mobilize resources, which is crucial to the opportunity exploitation 
process. Based on the analysis, it was found that few respondents were able to mobilize for 
resources through social media. It allows for access to resources such as investors and 
funding, partnership, and staff recruitment. Social media presents a platform where the 
entrepreneurs can pitch their businesses to potential investors and partners, fund requests and 
equally access new customer bases, which are all vital to business success. It further allows 
for displaying business culture and identity to prospective employees on the platforms 
(AUS2, NGR4). Moreover, it was noted that due to social media allowing people to know 
more about their businesses, it had supported staff and volunteers’ recruitment, which is 
important for business growth. This was described succinctly by NGR5. 
“Of course, social media helps. We read content online a lot and we derive 
knowledge from social media… Online, we have met influencers that help our 
business, we have met recurring customers, we have gotten staff online, 
sponsors; partners that help us actualize our ideas. Social media is basically 
90% of our business.” 
5.9 Relationship among Factors 
Based on the analysis of the interviews conducted in the field study, Table 5.3 shows the 
relationship between the identified variables. Xu (2003), as cited in Hossain (2012), 
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highlighted its importance in the qualitative analysis stage, as it gives a succinct 
representation of the variables’ relationships. The table begins by showing the relationship 
between the factors that influence social media use amongst entrepreneurs. This was followed 
by the relationship of social media use on opportunity recognition which was supported by all 
the respondents. Opportunity recognition on social media was found to be influenced by five 
capabilities. Opportunities recognized on the platforms were then found to be exploited. 
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Table 5.3: Relationship among factors as identified based on the field study 
 NGR1 NGR2 NGR3 NGR4 NGR5 NGR6 NGR7 NGR8 NGR9 NGR10 NGR11 AUS1 AUS2 AUS3 
PP  USE               
TP  USE               
EP  USE               
PI  USE               
PA  USE               
IO  USE               
PRA  
USE 
              
AC  USE               
USE  OR                
NT  OR               
SE  OR               
OB  OR               
EX  OR               
DA  OR               
OR OE               
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Legend 
USE - Social Media Use PA - Platform Abuse NT - Networking OE - Opportunity Exploitation 
PP- Platform Perception IO - Information Overload SE - Searching  
TP – Technology Peculiarity  PRA - Perceived Resource Availability OB - Observation  
EP – External Pressure AC - Absorptive Capacity EX - Experimenting  
PI – Poor ICT Infrastructure OR - Opportunity Recognition DA - Data Analytics  
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5.9 Comparison of the Initial and Revised Model 
The interview data introduces new constructs that were not included in the initial model that 
was proposed in Chapter 3 and presented in Figure 5.1. This was because the study was 
conducted on entrepreneurs and not about their businesses. This facilitated the emergence of 
new constructs, which have not been investigated in prior literature on social media use 
because the previous constructs were business-oriented. The constructs found, further 
strengthen the argument that factors that influence entrepreneurs differ and are not 
necessarily the same as those that affect business enterprises. The differences between the 
initial model and the modified model will be discussed in the subsequent paragraphs. 
The interviews suggest that for the technological factors, entrepreneur perception is vital to 
the use of social media platforms. While in the initial model, complexity (perceived ease of 
use) and relative advantage (perceived usefulness) were identified; it was noted that they 
were dimensions of the bigger platform perception that entrepreneurs require in using a 
platform. The perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, perceived information quality and 
perceived trust were crucial in determining the platforms’ use. Technological peculiarity was 
identified from the interviews, as it was found that the distinct characteristic of each platform 
influences their use. This has been hinted at by previous studies (e.g. Alkhowaiter 2016; 
Genç & Öksüz 2015; Ngai, Tao & Moon 2015). Compatibility was not raised as an essential 
factor for social media use due to the proliferation of the platforms, where it is used on 
several devices such as mobiles and desktops. Interactivity of the platforms was not discussed 
by the respondents as a vital factor that influences their social media use. This was because 
the platforms were meant to be “social” and “network”, and this is the fundamental reason for 
the use by entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs alike. Social media is free, so the cost was 
not raised by the respondents; instead, it was the cost of buying the internet subscription, 
which is an environmental factor. The entrepreneurs use their business social media accounts 
strictly for business and not for “enjoyment”. The majority of the respondents were seen to 
use social media individually for their business activities and not to be integrating the same 
with other technologies.  
For the individual entrepreneur factors, only resource availability had been discussed in prior 
studies. Absorptive capacity was uncovered in the course of the interviews. Absorptive 
capacity was found to be very important in determining which platforms will be used for their 
businesses. While all the entrepreneurs could identify the immense value of social media, 
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only a few go the extra mile to learn how to use other platforms. Existing literature has 
identified the importance of absorptive capacity in technology adoption and use (e.g. Lin 
2014; Mayeh, Ramayah & Mishra 2016; Mohammadi 2015; Upadhyay & Jahanyan 2016), 
and this was confirmed in this study too. Perceived resource availability has been identified 
to influence social media use. Fischer and Reuber (2011) stressed the importance of time 
availability. The field study added other findings such as capital and effort as vital resources 
of the entrepreneur, which influence social media use. The demographic attributes (e.g. 
gender and age) were not found to play a significant role in the use of social media by the 
respondents, which can be attributed to the proliferation of the platforms, and they were a 
necessity for every business owner at this age. Also, based on the interviews, the responses 
did not point to differences in personality traits (e.g. extraversion and neuroticism) in 
impacting platform use. 
For the external environmental factors, the external pressure was identified from the field 
study, which is in accordance with what is understood in the literature. Infrastructural 
amenities were mentioned by the respondents from Nigeria. This has been identified by 
previous literature (e.g. Gbadegeshin et al. 2018; Oladapo 2007) to be crucial for technology 
use in developing countries. 
Social media platform factors were only identified through this field study and thus added 
additional elements to the model. Platform abuse was mentioned by the majority of the 
entrepreneurs, which shows it is a significant challenge to social media use for them. 
Information overload was equally identified by the respondents, where they get lost in the 
volume of information, and this has been identified by previous studies on social media (e.g. 
Cao & Sun 2018).  
In explaining how social media use influences entrepreneur opportunity recognition, the 
findings of this field study strongly varied from the initial model. It was discovered that it 
was the entrepreneurs’ actions that social media supports that influence opportunity 
recognition. Networking and searching have been documented by mainstream 
entrepreneurship literature to affect opportunity recognition (George et al. 2016), and other 
factors were identified, which include experimenting and observing the capability of social 
media. Experimenting and observing have been identified by Dyer, Gregersen and 
Christensen (2008) to influence entrepreneur opportunity recognition in the offline literature. 
Data analytic was equally reported to influence opportunity recognition, and has found little 
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support based on entrepreneurship literature for opportunity recognition, but has been found 
to influence business performance (e.g. Dong & Yang 2020; Ji-fan Ren et al. 2017; Wamba et 
al. 2017). Prior experience, alertness and cognition were not found to be crucial factors that 
drive opportunity recognition on the platforms. This is not surprising, as they are trait 
characteristics of the entrepreneur, and social media and business activities are more about 
what the platforms are used for, which is in tandem with Bird, Schjoedt and Baum (2012), 
who emphasize the need to understand entrepreneur behaviour. 
Resource mobilization was found to influence the exploitation of opportunities after they 
have been recognized. It was seen that the ability of the respondents to mobilize resources 
influences if (mediate) and how soon they exploit the opportunity. This relationship has also 
been posited by Nambisan and Zahra (2016), in whose study resource mobilization moderates 
the relationship between opportunity recognition and opportunity exploitation. 
The modified model reflects previously identified literature in IS regarding factors 
influencing technology use. Furthermore, the model argues that the use of social media 
allows for entrepreneur opportunity recognition. Recent studies on social media and 
entrepreneurs have proposed and highlighted that social media affects opportunity 
recognition (Fischer & Reuber 2011; Mumi, Ciuchta & Yang 2018; Nambisan & Zahra 2016; 
Park, Sung & Im 2017), but how it is done is largely under-researched.  
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Figure 5.1: The initial research model 
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Figure 5.2: The revised research model 
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5.10 Justification of Model from Previous Literature  
This section is explicitly based on previous literature support for the constructs and 
dimensions that were developed from the field study. This was crucial in aligning the 
qualitative study based on earlier studies; it is important to note that all the constructs were 
derived from the interview. The justification derived from the literature gives priority to 
social media and entrepreneur literature. Table 5.4 below shows the factors and their 
dimensions derived from the interviews and their respective support from the literature.  
Table 5.4: Justification of findings based on literature 
Construct Factors Sources 
Technological 
Factors 
Platform 
perception 
Augar and Zeleznikow (2014); Idemudia, Raisinghani 
and Samuel-Ojo (2016); Michaelidou, Siamagka and 
Christodoulides (2011); Nawi et al. (2017)  
Technology 
peculiarity 
Alkhowaiter (2016); Genç and Öksüz (2015); 
Hatammimi and Sharif (2015); Ngai, Tao and Moon 
(2015) 
External 
Environment  
External pressure Ahani, Rahim and Nilashi (2017b); Dutot and Bergeron 
(2016); Jones (2010); Kudeshia, Sikdar and Mittal 
(2016); Sasatanun and Charoensukmongkol (2016); 
Taiminen and Karjaluoto (2015)  
Poor 
infrastructure 
Gbadegeshin et al. (2018); Oladapo (2007); Sabi et al. 
(2016); Sabi et al. (2017) 
Entrepreneur 
Factors  
Absorptive 
capacity 
Lin (2014); Mayeh, Ramayah and Mishra (2016); 
Mohammadi (2015); Upadhyay and Jahanyan (2016); 
Wei, Lowry and Seedorf (2015) 
Perceived 
resource 
availability 
Bakri (2017); Berger and Thomas (2016); Bernhard and 
Grundén (2016); Fischer and Reuber (2011); 
Michaelidou, Siamagka and Christodoulides (2011) 
Social Media 
Platform 
Factors 
Platform abuse Taneja and Toombs (2014) 
Information 
overload 
Cao and Sun (2018); Guo et al. (2014)  
Opportunity 
Recognition 
 Fischer and Reuber (2011); Hatammimi and Sharif 
(2015); Mack, Marie-Pierre and Redican (2017); 
Nambisan and Zahra (2016); Park, Sung and Im (2017) 
Social Media 
Capabilities 
Networking Fischer and Reuber (2011); Kuhn, Galloway and 
Collins-Williams (2016); Quinton and Wilson (2016); 
Smith, Smith and Shaw (2017)  
Searching  Kuhn, Galloway and Collins-Williams (2016); Mack, 
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Marie-Pierre and Redican (2017); Nambisan and Zahra 
(2016); Quinton and Wilson (2016); Smith, Smith and 
Shaw (2017) 
Observation Dyer, Gregersen and Christensen (2008) 
Data analytics Dong and Yang (2020); Ji-fan Ren et al. (2017); Wamba 
et al. (2017) 
Experimenting Benitez, Llorens and Braojos (2018); Dyer, Gregersen 
and Christensen (2008) 
Resource 
Mobilization 
 Drummond, McGrath and O'Toole (2018); Kuhn, 
Galloway and Collins-Williams (2016); Quinton and 
Wilson (2016); Riverola and Miralles (2018); Sigfusson 
and Chetty (2013); Wang, Pauleen and Zhang (2016) 
Opportunity 
Exploitation 
 Cao, Liu and Cao (2014); Farmer, Yao and Kung‐
Mcintyre (2011); Kuckertz et al. (2017); Nambisan and 
Zahra (2016); Ren et al. (2016) 
 
5.11 Summary  
The chapter aims to answer the first two research questions of the study regarding the factors 
that affect social media use among entrepreneurs; and how social media affects opportunity 
recognition. To investigate the research questions, 14 interviews were conducted in Australia 
and Nigeria. Based on the data analysis, the initial model was modified. The proposed 
research model was then discussed and justified based on relevant literature. In the next 
chapter, the hypotheses used in the thesis will be developed, and the measurement instrument 
will be designed. 
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CHAPTER 6 HYPOTHESES AND QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPMENT 
6.1 Introduction 
This chapter builds on the revised research model proposed in Chapter 5 and draws 
hypotheses from the model. The hypotheses presented in this chapter informed the 
development of a questionnaire that was used to measure and determine the relationship 
amongst the constructs. The questionnaire, which was administered online to entrepreneurs 
within Nigeria and Australia, was used to confirm the revised model. The following 
discussion outlines the sixteen hypotheses that have been identified. Also, it outlines the 
process of the questionnaire development. 
6.2 Hypotheses Development 
In formulating the hypotheses, the two frameworks of Technological-Organizational-
Environmental (TOE) and Opportunity Recognition were used to identify the relationships 
that exist between the constructs. The behavioural factors, as discussed in Chapter 3 and 
Chapter 5 were used in explaining the factors that influence the individual entrepreneur social 
media use. The technological (platform perception and technology peculiarity), 
environmental (external pressure, poor infrastructure) and individual (absorptive capacity, 
perceived resource availability), factors were uncovered from the field study. Also, based on 
the findings from the previous chapter, two additional social media factors, i.e. platform 
abuse and information overload, were discovered and subsequently added to the TOE 
framework.  
The impact of social media use was evaluated using the opportunity recognition framework, 
and this has been discussed in Chapter 3. The capability of social media platforms in 
supporting entrepreneur behaviour to recognize opportunities were investigated, and five 
capabilities - networking, searching, observing, experimenting and data analytics - were 
identified. Hypotheses associated with the factors that influence social media use, and how its 
capabilities drive the opportunity recognition process, will be discussed in the subsequent 
sections. 
6.2.1 Hypotheses Related to Technological Factors on Social Media Use 
Technological factors are crucial to any innovation use. Entrepreneurs make use of several 
technologies (Hoti 2015), including an increasing use of social media (Alalwan et al. 2017; 
Michaelidou, Siamagka & Christodoulides 2011). Several theories assist researchers in 
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discussing the technology factors of innovations. For example, constructs from Rogers (1995) 
DOI theory, which involves relative advantage, complexity, compatibility, observability, and 
triability, has been extensively used. Similarly, TAM (Davis 1989) has two sets of variables 
including perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use that form a fundamental basis for 
studying technological factors of innovations. Also, UTAUT (Venkatesh et al. 2003) 
constructs comprising of performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence and 
facilitating conditions have been studied. Amongst these factors, relative advantage 
(perceived usefulness, performance expectancy), complexity (perceived ease of use, effort 
expectancy) and compatibility (facilitating conditions) have been found to be consistent with 
innovation (Jeyaraj, Rottman & Lacity 2006). Studies have suggested that the theories have 
been overused in investigating technological factors that drive technology adoption and use 
(Taherdoost 2018; Williams et al. 2009).  
However, Rad, Nilashi and Dahlan (2018) pointed out that the maturity of the models 
indicates the need for emerging perspectives to investigate the adoption and use of 
technological innovation. Building on Rad, Nilashi and Dahlan (2018), since the constructs 
from DOI and TAM have been studied in the social media context, there is no need to repeat 
the same findings. Venkatesh, Thong and Xu (2012) did the same by not repeating the 
findings of performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence, and facilitating 
conditions when testing the UTAUT2 model. Instead, it is essential that the factors are 
explored from a different perspective. Social media platforms are diverse and so are their 
functionalities, which have been discussed in Chapter 5. The platform perception and the 
technological peculiarity of the social media will influence how the entrepreneur uses the 
platforms and they cover the focus of technology factors which will be discussed in the next 
subsections. 
6.2.1.1 Platform Perception 
Social media perception is vital to how the entrepreneurs use the platforms. Platform 
perception can be conceptualized as the way entrepreneurs appraise the different types of 
social media before adopting any of them. Entrepreneurs’ use of technology not only heavily 
depends on its simplicity but also on the extent of the value that it could add to their business 
(Hoti 2015; Tajudeen, Jaafar & Ainin 2018). The usefulness of innovations has often being 
discussed with respect to the notion of trust in the technology (Almazroi, Shen & Mohammed 
2019; Wu et al. 2011) and the quality of output (information) gained from such technological 
changes (Idemudia, Raisinghani & Samuel-Ojo 2016; Marangunić & Granić 2015). User (in 
Hypotheses and Questionnaire Development 
124 
 
this study’s focus, that of entrepreneurs) perception of social media platform impacts on the 
way the platforms are used (Ngai, Tao & Moon 2015). Social media platforms like Facebook 
and Instagram are used heavily by entrepreneurs, due to their technological simplicity and the 
advantages that they offer; especially that of gaining vital information (Gingiss 2019; Nwazor 
2016; Yazdan 2019). The perception of the platforms is expressed by the respondents in the 
way that they identify ease of use, usefulness, the quality of provided information and how 
they trust this in regard to social media use.  
Previous research suggests that the perceived usefulness of social media was generally found 
to positively impact social media’s adoption and use (Ahani, Rahim & Nilashi 2017b; Turan 
& Kara 2018). However, the benefits seem to be negated if there is a lack of knowledge on 
how to actually use the platforms (Beier & Wagner 2016; Taiminen & Karjaluoto 2015). The 
perceived ease of use of the platforms is vital to the use of social media among entrepreneurs 
(Gavino et al. 2019; Shokery et al. 2017). However, due to the simplicity and intuitiveness of 
the platforms, it might not be a crucial factor in determining the use of the current social 
media platforms, a finding that has been corroborated by Beier and Wagner (2016) and 
Shaltoni (2017). The perceived trust of the platform positively influences social media use 
(Nawi et al. 2017). While the literature on the effect of the different perceived characteristics 
of social media has not been conclusive (as discussed in Chapter 3) (Olanrewaju et al. 2020), 
Ngai, Tao and Moon (2015) insist that user perception is fundamental to entrepreneur use of 
social media. 
The studies above investigated the perceived characteristics independently. In this thesis, the 
perceived characteristics are referred to as platform perception. Studying platform perception 
as a single construct allows for a more comprehensive understanding of the holistic effect of 
the different perceived technological characteristics on social media use. Platform perception 
is therefore used in understanding how the factors influence entrepreneur social media use by 
hypothesizing that: 
Hypothesis 1 (H1a): Platform perception will have a positive effect on social 
media use 
6.2.1.2 Technology Peculiarity 
Each social media platform has its distinct characteristics, for example, concerning word 
count support (especially that of Twitter) and types of content that are managed (the 
photographic focus of Instagram). Ngai, Tao and Moon (2015) observed that the different 
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social media platforms are designed and tailored for specific purposes, which influence how 
they are used and the benefits derived from them. The interviews conducted for this thesis 
suggest that the peculiarities of the different social media platforms, specifically those 
associated with the algorithm, platform variations, privacy and security of each platform, 
influence the use of the respective platforms. 
Spiliotopoulos and Oakley (2015) posited that individuals are on several social media 
platforms because each platform provides different foci or uses. This was supported by Phua, 
Jin and Kim (2017), who noted that Facebook, Twitter, Instagram and Snapchat were used 
differently. For instance, Facebook is a community-oriented platform that supports the 
creation of groups and community interaction. This is unlike Instagram, which is heavily 
based on imagery and one-on-one interaction. These differences heavily rely on the distinct 
way each of the platforms was developed and designed to work (algorithms).  
Privacy and security have been identified as factors that influence which platform may be 
used by different people. Aïmeur and Lafond (2013) argued that the amount of personal data 
that is collected, primarily by platforms such as Facebook, can influence whether a user 
engages with that particular platform. This was illustrated by Dumbrell and Steele (2015), 
where privacy of the platforms was a determinant in the way older citizens use them for their 
health needs. The study found that Twitter was seen to have the worst privacy protection and 
therefore was the least used platform. Similarly, Guo et al. (2014) contend that the privacy 
concern of users has led to their discontinued use of these platforms. A major illustration of 
the concerns of privacy and security of personal data is that of the Cambridge Analytica 
scandal, where the personal information of Facebook users was harvested and used for 
political purposes. This incident led to individuals and entrepreneurs quitting the platform 
(Hsu 2018; Jenkins 2018; Zuchetti 2018). Surprisingly, Instagram, which is a subsidiary of 
the Facebook company, is perceived to have better privacy protection and benefitted from the 
scandal by experiencing a surge in its number of users (Guynn 2018). Thus, the security and 
privacy of individual platforms may influence their use distinctly.  
Based on the responses from the interviews, it was seen that the differences and peculiarities 
influence the respondents’ use of the platforms (see Chapter 5.3.2). The peculiarities of the 
platforms determine how the platforms are used and for which purpose by the entrepreneurs 
(Ioanid & Scarlat 2017; Ioanid, Scarlat & Militaru 2015). It is thus hypothesised that: 
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Hypothesis 2 (H1b): Technology peculiarity will have a positive effect on 
social media use 
6.2.2 Hypotheses Related to Environmental Factors on Social Media Use 
Environmental factors have been identified to play a crucial role in the use of innovation 
(Lutfi, Idris & Mohamad 2016 ; Picoto, Bélanger & Palma-dos-Reis 2014; Zhu & Kraemer 
2005) including exploration in relation to entrepreneurs’ use of social media (Kudeshia, 
Sikdar & Mittal 2016; Sasatanun & Charoensukmongkol 2016; Schaupp & Bélanger 2014). 
The literature analysis and the interviews with the respondents have identified the key 
environmental factors as being those associated with external pressure and poor ICT 
infrastructure.  
6.2.2.1 External Pressure 
External pressure plays a vital role in social media use by entrepreneurs. Pressure has been 
studied in innovation research based on the different types of institutional pressures such as 
mimetic, coercive and normative pressures (Teo, Wei & Benbasat 2003). Previous research 
on social media and entrepreneurs have identified factors such as customers, competitive 
pressure and social influences (e.g. Sasatanun & Charoensukmongkol 2016; Schaupp & 
Bélanger 2014).  
The Hoti (2015) review paper underlines the role of competitive pressure as the most 
influential environmental factor that influences innovation adoption/use among SMEs. 
Entrepreneurs have been documented to use social media because of their competitors 
(Sasatanun & Charoensukmongkol 2016; Schaupp & Bélanger 2014) and the need to 
maintain a competitive advantage (Jones 2010). Genç and Öksüz (2015) observed that 
businesses make increasing use of social media and therefore, entrepreneurs also need to 
follow this trend and engage with the platforms if they wish to develop and maintain their 
business ventures. 
Customers are critical to the survival of any entrepreneurial business. On social media, 
customers have been identified to drive its use among entrepreneurs (Shaltoni 2017). Similar 
findings have been reported in other studies, where customer pressure serves as a motivator 
for social media use to better reach out to their clients (Kudeshia, Sikdar & Mittal 2016). 
Also, social influences through peers may exert pressure on the entrepreneur (Pentina, Koh & 
Le 2012; Turan & Kara 2018), a position which was supported in the qualitative data 
analysis. The presence of these pressures (customer, competitor, social influence, mimetic) is 
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purported to influence the use of social media by entrepreneurs, which leads to the hypothesis 
that: 
Hypothesis 3 (H2a): External pressure will have a positive effect on social 
media use 
6.2.2.2 Poor ICT Infrastructure 
Infrastructure entails the necessary amenities and facilities that are required for the operation 
of a society (Dictionary 2019). Literature has shown that infrastructure is vital to technology 
adoption and use, most notably in developing countries. In the context of this study, ICT 
infrastructure definition is adapted from Sabi et al. (2016, p. 187) who explained it as 
encompassing “stable electricity supply, good telecommunication networks, and high-speed 
internet networks, that play a crucial role in the process of innovation diffusion”. According 
to Suri (2011), the primary issue that hinders technology use in developing countries is the 
low return on investment accrued, which is due to the lack of adequate infrastructure for 
supporting the technology. In developing countries, infrastructure is a major challenge. For 
instance, Nigeria ranks 132 and 112 (out of 137) in the infrastructure and technology 
readiness respectively in the world rankings (World Economic Forum 2018). The 
infrastructure is more pronounced in a country where over 74 million people (36% of the 
population) have no access to electricity, this being the second-highest in the world (Olaniyan 
et al. 2018). The majority of the citizens have less than 9 hours of electricity daily (Osae-
Brown & Olurounbi 2019), which is fundamental for technology (e.g. social media use). 
The role of infrastructure, or lack of it, in developing countries has been explored from the 
view of a range of business foci. Oladapo (2007) identified the lack of infrastructure, 
especially that relating to electricity supply, as hindering technology adoption and use in the 
Nigerian construction industry. In a similar scenario, Nasri and Charfeddine (2012) 
recommended that internet banking adoption and use can be improved in Tunisia by 
enhancing the internet infrastructure to aid in connecting and accessing banking services. 
Sabi et al. (2016) suggested that good ICT infrastructure will positively influence cloud 
computing adoption and use in Sub-Saharan Africa universities. In a later study, they found 
that infrastructure was not vital to the use of cloud computing (Sabi et al. 2017). 
Nevertheless, they admitted that their finding was surprising and might be due to how the 
construct was operationalized. Their position on operationalization is supported to influence 
the outcome of their study, as Mothobi and Grzybowski (2017) examined the role of 
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infrastructure on the adoption of mobile money in Sub-Saharan Africa. They found that areas 
with better infrastructures used mobile money more than those with poor infrastructure. 
These studies highlight the notion that infrastructure plays a crucial role in technology 
adoption and use.  
Entrepreneurs make heavy use of technology, and thus available infrastructure is crucial to 
their business development. In developed countries, ICT infrastructure is a backbone in the 
use of technological innovation by entrepreneurs. Oh, Cruickshank and Anderson (2009) in 
their study of Korean SMEs, stated emphatically that the extensive use of e-trade innovation 
(e-commerce) is heavily reliant on the maturity of the country’s infrastructure. Their finding 
was corroborated by Gäre and Melin (2011), who asserted that SMEs depend heavily on 
public infrastructure to adopt and use technological innovation, unlike large firms that can 
afford to build their own. In developing countries like Nigeria, infrastructure is a significant 
hindrance to technology use by entrepreneurs (Motilewa, Onakoya & Oke 2015; Otesile 
2013). Erumi-Esin and Heeks (2015) suggested that to hasten e-business in Nigeria, the 
government should support the industry by providing access to resources and infrastructure. 
With Nigeria having a low rating regarding infrastructural development (InfraCompass 
2018b), it is expected that this will inhibit entrepreneur use of social media. It is thereby 
posited that:  
Hypothesis 4 (H2b): Poor ICT infrastructure will have a negative effect on 
entrepreneur social media use 
6.2.3 Hypotheses Related to Individual Entrepreneur Factors on Social Media Use 
A range of individual factors related to entrepreneur adoption and use of technology 
innovation. These factors are based on the personal characteristics of the individual (Buettner 
2016; Lee et al. 2012). Studies have identified individual factors to include: personal 
innovativeness (Okumus et al. 2018; Thakur & Srivastava 2014), knowledge about 
technology (Kim, Mirusmonov & Lee 2010) and absorptive capacity (Lee et al. 2012; 
Mohammadi 2015; Park, Suh & Yang 2007). Based on the field study, it was found that the 
factors which influence the entrepreneur’s social media use were absorptive capacity and 
perceived resource availability, which are discussed below.  
6.2.3.1 Absorptive Capacity  
Absorptive capacity can be explained as the ability of organizations to identify, acquire, 
assimilate and exploit information for commercial purposes (Cohen & Levinthal 1990). It has 
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been well studied regarding the implementation of technologies, predominantly in 
organisations (Gao et al. 2017; Roberts et al. 2012). Similarly, Wei, Lowry and Seedorf 
(2015) who highlighted that absorptive capacity is crucial for implementing RFID technology 
in e firms. Bharati, Zhang and Chaudhury (2014) reported that a firm’s adoption and use of 
social media was positively influenced by its absorptive capacity.  
At individual level, absorptive capacity has been less used as a construct in studying 
technology adoption and use (Roberts et al. 2012). This is potentially due to the reason that it 
was primarily formulated in relation to organizations (Cordero & Ferreira 2019; Song et al. 
2018; Zou, Ertug & George 2018). Gao et al. (2017) argued that studying absorptive capacity 
at individual level is not appropriate, as it might lead to misconceptualization of the construct, 
which was primarily intended for investigations regarding organizations. However, according 
to Cohen and Levinthal (1990), individuals are the foundation of organizational absorptive 
capacity. More importantly, individual absorptive capacity is a fundamental that allows 
organizations to explore, assimilate and exploit new knowledge (Enkel et al. 2017; Roberts et 
al. 2012). This current study in influenced by the latter.  
Studies have identified the role of absorptive capacity in individuals for adopting and using 
technology and lend support to the positive role it plays in technology use and adoption. For 
example, Park, Suh and Yang (2007) reported the role of absorptive capacity in enhancing the 
performance of ERP, primarily through assimilation and application. Their finding was 
substantiated by Mayeh, Ramayah and Popa (2014), who found that the adoption of ERP was 
mainly driven by the application capability of absorptive capacity. In another scenario, Lee et 
al. (2012) noted that absorptive capacity drives use intention of mobile financial services 
among customers when they have the opportunities to learn the services beforehand. A 
similar finding was observed by Lin, Ku and Huang (2014), who found that managers’ 
absorptive capacity allowed them to champion technology use in their respective 
organizations due to them being IT literate, thus they were able to recognize the value of the 
technology innovations and exploit the same.  
As accentuated by studies on absorptive capacity, it is fundamentally driven by prior 
experience and prior knowledge (Gao et al. 2017; Roberts et al. 2012; Song et al. 2018). 
Entrepreneurs of this age (mostly the youth) are used to social media platforms, which also 
serve their personal purposes (e.g. maintaining friend connections) before deploying the same 
to their business activities. Therefore, entrepreneurs have prior experience with the platforms, 
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which makes them know the potential value that social media (e.g. Facebook) can add to their 
businesses and subsequently apply them as evidenced in the field study. Thus, the hypothesis 
below is proposed:  
Hypothesis 5 (H3a): Entrepreneur absorptive capacity will have a positive 
effect on social media use 
6.2.3.2 Perceived Resource Availability 
The availability of resources has been shown to influence the entrepreneurial use of 
technology. Resources which can be specialized (e.g. skill) or non-specialized (e.g. time) 
(Taylor & Todd 1995) is vital to entrepreneur use of social media platforms. 
Kadadevaramath, Chen and Sangli (2015) emphasized that the inadequacy of resources 
inhibits the use of IT tools in entrepreneurial business. The inability of entrepreneurs to use 
IT tools is due to the unavailability of resources that are essential to their use. Hoti (2015), in 
their review of entrepreneurs and technology adoption/use found that a significant constraint 
faced by entrepreneurs is the availability of resources (e.g. financial and technical resources). 
Erosa (2009) too underscored the importance of technological competencies and financial 
resources that affect technology adoption and use among SMEs. A further discussion by Li et 
al. (2012) highlighted that the lack of technical experience blurs the potential value that IT 
tools can add to entrepreneurial business. For example, in the study of South African 
entrepreneurs by Dlodlo and Dhurup (2013), lack of technological competencies hindered the 
use of e-marketing in their businesses. A similar finding was reported by Bandara and Opsahl 
(2017), where lack of resources hindered the implementation of business process 
management, despite the entrepreneurs knowing the positive value it contributes to their 
businesses. 
Financial constraints, such as the cost to use social media platforms for some activities, have 
been identified to inhibit their use. For instance, cost is a major factor that inhibits SMEs 
using social media platforms for digital marketing activities (Taiminen & Karjaluoto 2015 ). 
In Australia (Sensis 2017) and Nigeria (Solo-Anaeto, Ojunta & Lakanu 2017), the cost of 
using the platforms for specific activities may deter the use of the platforms. The study of 
Fischer and Reuber (2011) identified that time affordability is a vital resource that is crucial 
in the use of social media. The respondents mentioned the impact that resource availability 
had on their ability to use social media for their businesses. It is hereby hypothesised that:  
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Hypothesis 6 (H3b): Entrepreneur perceived resource availability will have 
a negative effect on social media use 
6.2.4 Hypotheses Related to Social Media Factors on Social Media Use 
6.2.4.1 Platform Abuse 
The proliferation of social media in the everyday activities of individuals has made it a 
susceptible target for abuse by some users. The abuse of social media platforms as identified 
by the interviewees entails stealing ideas, scams, reputational damage, and the inappropriate 
use of the platforms. Facebook, for instance, has been frequently reported for phishing and 
scams that are perpetrated on the platform (Gonzalez 2019; Tannam 2019). Several social 
media platforms are heavily used for social engineering attacks by fraudsters due to their 
openness and the vulnerability of its users (Lord 2019; Osuagwu et al. 2015).  
Moreover, social media has empowered the public, where they can make negative comments 
(Silva 2019; Stephenson, Wickham & Capezza 2018) that can lead to reputational damage of 
the entrepreneurial business (Horn et al. 2015) and thus discourage social media use. Taneja 
and Toombs (2014) further drew attention to the stealing and duplication of ideas on social 
media platforms, which is a significant challenge among entrepreneurs with respect to social 
media use. Entrepreneurs on social media have to maintain large followership of their clients 
and also be online frequently to cater to their customers’ needs, which make them prime 
candidates of fake orders and scams. As expressed by the respondents, the challenge of 
preserving their reputation on social platforms influences how they use the platforms to 
interact with their clients. Hence, it is assumed that the abuse of the platforms by users will 
affect entrepreneurs’ use of social media for their business activities. It is thus hypothesised 
that:  
Hypothesis 7 (H4a): Platform abuse will have a negative effect on 
entrepreneur social media use 
6.2.4.2 Information Overload 
Information overload is defined as the “user’s tendency to back away from social media 
participation when (s)he becomes overwhelmed with information” (Bright, Kleiser & Grau 
2015, p. 148). Information overload is becoming a challenge due to the increase in the user 
networks that allow for more information to be consumed (Arrieta, Peña & Medina 2019; 
Wu, Kao & Chiu 2019). Previous studies have aimed to identify antecedent factors that drive 
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information overload on social media. These include social media confidence (Bright, Kleiser 
& Grau 2015), information characteristics (amount, value and understandability), network 
characteristics (distance, relationship and size), and habits (Kefi, Mlaiki & Kalika 2015).  
Information overload has been identified by previous studies to inhibit the use of digital 
platforms. In their review, Roetzel (2019) suggested that the inability of users to process the 
massive amount of information they are exposed to leaves them overwhelmed. This overload 
of the information results to decrease in quality of the information gained (Arrieta, Peña & 
Medina 2019; Koroleva, Krasnova & Günther 2010) and discontinuous use of the social 
media platforms (Cao & Sun 2018; Kefi, Mlaiki & Kalika 2015; Wu, Kao & Chiu 2019). 
Regarding entrepreneurs, little is understood on the effect of information overload on their 
use of social media platforms. However, information overload was found in the field study to 
influence the entrepreneurs’ discontinued use of the platforms. It is therefore hypothesised 
that: 
Hypothesis 8 (H4b): Information overload will have a negative effect on 
entrepreneur social media use 
6.2.5 Hypothesis Related to Social Media Use 
Social media is being extensively used by entrepreneurs to run their business operations. 
These include their marketing, networking and crowdfunding operations (Olanrewaju et al. 
2020). Social media has been identified by practitioner literature to allow entrepreneurs to 
capitalize on opportunities by developing their brand (Business 2019), increasing their market 
outreach and targeting key customers (Chue 2017). Recent studies are only now investigating 
the role of social media on entrepreneur opportunity recognition. It has been posited to 
support the recognition and enactment of opportunities for entrepreneurs (Fischer & Reuber 
2011; Nambisan & Zahra 2016; Quinton & Wilson 2016). These studies had either been 
conceptual (Fischer & Reuber 2011; Nambisan & Zahra 2016) or descriptive (Mack, Marie-
Pierre & Redican 2017) with little empirical understanding of how social media influences 
entrepreneurial opportunity recognition. 
The opportunities recognized by entrepreneurs on social media may lead to the creation of 
new businesses, especially in developing countries where it aids social and economic 
development (Alkhowaiter 2016). However, the dynamics of such influence remain yet to be 
understood. Park, Sung and Im (2017) and Mumi, Ciuchta and Yang (2018) attempted to 
investigate the role of social media on opportunity recognition empirically. Park, Sung and 
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Im (2017) studied the moderating role of social media use, while Mumi, Ciuchta and Yang 
(2018) examined the relationship between attachment to social media platforms and 
opportunity recognition. However, both studies did not investigate the explicit relationship 
between social media use and opportunity recognition. The field study data reported that 
social media use has a direct impact on opportunity recognition, as all the respondents 
affirmed its role. In empirically validating this position, it is hypothesized that: 
Hypothesis 9 (H5): Social media use will have a positive effect on 
opportunity recognition 
6.2.6 Hypotheses Related to Social Media Capabilities  
Social media, as discussed in the literature review chapter, is used for several purposes by the 
entrepreneurs. These activities that the platforms are used to, depict the behaviour of the 
entrepreneurs. For example, networking is a behaviour displayed by innovative entrepreneurs 
in recognizing opportunities, as discussed by Dyer, Gregersen and Christensen (2008). The 
ability of social platforms to support these activities is referred to as “social media 
capabilities”. Entrepreneur behaviours have been documented to be supported by the vast 
capabilities of social media. As pointed out by Kane et al. (2014), social media broadly 
supports four features. Among the features supported are digital search and digital 
networking capabilities, which are crucial for entrepreneurs (Smith, Smith & Shaw 2017). 
Social media capabilities, according to previous research, are vital for entrepreneurs’ business 
operations. Its networking capability is crucial in new product development and innovation 
(Iacobucci & Hoeffler 2016; Roberts, Piller & Lüttgens 2016). Similarly, its search capability 
is vital to entrepreneur operations, as it is an information source (Kuhn, Galloway & Collins-
Williams 2016). Other studies have discussed several roles of social media capability 
regarding entrepreneurial business. For instance, Wang, Pauleen and Zhang (2016) discussed 
how the capability of social media enhanced organizational performance by improving 
communication channels. Mohajerani, Baptista and Nandhakumar (2015) also reported that 
social media capabilities drive innovation via importing foreign logics to businesses. In the 
previous chapter, it was seen that social media supports entrepreneur opportunity recognition 
via five capabilities, which will be discussed in the subsections below. 
6.2.6.1 Networking Capability  
Online social media enables entrepreneurs to develop and grow networks and build social 
capital. The association on social media helps them to be aware of new opportunities. The use 
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of social media for digital networks (networking) has been documented in entrepreneurship 
research (Fischer & Reuber 2011; Quinton & Wilson 2016; Srinivasan & Venkatraman 
2018). Social media is used due to its affordances such as social interactivity, scalability, 
interoperability, association and transversability (Fischer & Reuber 2011; Smith, Smith & 
Shaw 2017), which give it room for building social capital (Smith, Smith & Shaw 2017) and 
forming strategic relationships (Quinton & Wilson 2016). Social networking is crucial to 
opportunity recognition (Shu, Ren & Zheng 2018; Song et al. 2017). This is achieved via the 
accumulation of social capital accrued from the networks (George et al. 2016), which helps 
them to identify (Arenius & Clercq 2005) and exploit opportunities (Ren et al. 2016).  
As suggested by Smith, Smith and Shaw (2017), social capital accumulation on social media 
through bonding and bridging is different from off social media (offline), which is due to its 
several affordances. Sigfusson and Chetty (2013), in their study of software entrepreneurs, 
found that social capital achieved through bridging helps in internationalizing through the 
acquisition of resources. Barnes and Mattsson (2016) argued that proxy social capital could 
be derived via trust acquired from social media networks. Nevertheless, it is understood that 
social capital via networking leads to opportunity. The role of networking in recognizing 
opportunities has largely been studied offline, with recent research recognizing possible roles 
played by social media through social interactivity (Fischer & Reuber 2011) and demand-side 
narratives (Nambisan & Zahra 2016).  
The use of social media to network by the respondents allowed them to recognize new 
opportunities. For example, NGR4 fine-tunes his idea for new services by interacting with 
prospective consumers. Similarly, NGR5 recognises new markets by pitching his business to 
new people, whereas NGR8 showcases new products to clients. Social media also assists 
them to better serve their customers through prompt dissemination of information across 
social media platforms. Entrepreneurs also can search and filter network connections, connect 
with the communities that render the need, and conduct business with network connections. 
While the networking capability of social media is documented in prior studies (Fischer & 
Reuber 2011; Quinton & Wilson 2016), we combine the impression of the respondents of this 
study and hypothesize its impacts on opportunity recognition (George et al. 2016). Therefore: 
Hypothesis 10 (H6a): Networking capability, i.e., networkability of online 
social media will have a positive effect on entrepreneurial opportunity 
recognition 
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6.2.6.2 Searching Capability 
The second capability of social media is searching, i.e. searchability. Searching in social 
media is easy, enhanced and effective, especially because of using hashtags, locations (and 
location-based systems), tweets and timeframes. Searchability of social media plays a vital 
role in recognising opportunities for the respondents, especially in regard to developing new 
products and serving customers. Given that entrepreneurs generally collect information from 
different offline sources (e.g., peer-businesses, associations, government agencies), online 
social media give them the opportunity to extend the source of information by searching – 
sometimes even from other geographical locations than their location of business and other 
business types. Thus, they identify new approaches to business development including new 
trend recent developments. Also, the process of search and retrieval is faster than offline 
counterparts. Moreover, social media allow them to store, manipulate and retrieve of 
information – “a library or an archive of information which we can access anytime” (AUS2, 
NGR7).  
Current literature acknowledges the effect of information search on opportunity recognition. 
Information search has been well documented in the offline opportunity recognition literature 
to be done based on systematic search (Fiet 2007; Fiet & Patel 2008; Patel & Fiet 2009) and 
prior knowledge (Westhead, Ucbasaran & Wright 2009). A comprehensive review can be 
seen in George et al. (2016). Social media, via its affordances such as searchability, 
retrievability, reviewability and persistence (Smith, Smith & Shaw 2017), is modifying the 
way entrepreneurs search for information. Recent studies have started to identify the crucial 
roles played by social media in fulfilling entrepreneur information need. These include the 
exchange of tacit and non-tacit knowledge, searching and importation of foreign logics and 
practices, and interacting with other people on the platforms in solving problems 
(Drummond, McGrath & O'Toole 2018; Mohajerani, Baptista & Nandhakumar 2015; 
Quinton & Wilson 2016). The information sought on the platforms had been advocated to 
potentially influence entrepreneur opportunity recognition (Fischer & Reuber 2011; Mack, 
Marie-Pierre & Redican 2017). While online social media literature has suspected the 
possible influence of searchability of social media on entrepreneurial opportunity recognition, 
they have been conceptual or descriptive without any empirical evidence (e.g., Fischer & 
Reuber 2011; Mack, Marie-Pierre & Redican 2017; Nambisan & Zahra 2016). Based on the 
findings of the field study and existing literature, hence, it is posited that: 
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Hypothesis 11 (H6b): Searching capability, i.e., searchability of online 
social media will have a positive effect on entrepreneurial opportunity 
recognition  
6.2.6.3 Observing Capability 
The literature suggests that one of the key differentiating factors between innovative 
entrepreneurs and executives is the ability of the former to observe customers and 
competitors (Dyer, Gregersen & Christensen 2008). Online social media is an open 
environment with a massive number of users, and therefore is a fertile ground for market and 
customer observation that can lead to opportunity recognition. There has been a dearth of 
research investigating the role of the ability of entrepreneurs to observe their opportunity 
recognition. It is quite vital to remember that Alvarez and Barney (2007) emphasized the 
ability of an entrepreneur to observe customer and market behaviour as a foundation to 
opportunity creation. 
Observation ability, as explained by Garbuio et al. (2018), includes observing user behaviour, 
client situations, and solutions to problems based on fundamental principles, which enhance 
opportunity recognition. Eesley and Roberts (2012) clarified that for observation to be 
eventful, it is best carried out in contexts that are relevant to entrepreneur experience. Based 
on the field study, it was seen that observing takes many forms, such as observing competitor 
activities and consumer behaviours (NGR3, NGR5); and following businesses of interest 
(AUS1). Building on Garbuio et al. (2018) and Eesley and Roberts (2012), who argued that 
observing may enhance opportunity recognition, it is hypothesised that: 
Hypothesis 12 (H6c): Observing capability of online social media will have a 
positive effect on entrepreneurial opportunity recognition 
6.2.6.4 Experimenting Capability 
Entrepreneurs are innovative in nature (Shane & Venkataraman 2000), and they often 
experiment with new ideas (Lumpkin, Hills & Shrader 2004). According to Dyer, Gregersen 
and Christensen (2008), experimenting is a distinct characteristic that distinguishes 
entrepreneurs from managers and also improves their opportunity recognition. Ozgen (2011) 
drew attention to the role of unique information on entrepreneur experimentation skill, which 
generates insights that allow for opportunity recognition. Burg and Romme (2014) further 
discussed that experimenting is important in gaining useful knowledge that positively 
influences opportunity recognition (Marvel 2012; Song et al. 2017). Benitez, Llorens and 
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Braojos (2018) argued that the business experimentation capability of technology tools is 
vital in exploring opportunities by driving business flexibility, which is crucial in exploiting 
such opportunities.  
Nevertheless, most studies acknowledge the role of experimenting on opportunity recognition 
directly or indirectly. Social media as digital technology has shown, is based on the 
interviews that it can support, experimenting through its ability to hold extensive information 
and people. This allows unique information to be derived and ideas experimented on, with 
insightful knowledge derived from the outcomes. Social media makes experimentation easier 
for entrepreneurs. Through experimentation, entrepreneurs can check the initial acceptability 
and viability of the newly-developed products in the market before going to large-scale 
development. NGR1 and NGR6 discussed that such experimentation allows them to have an 
initial evaluation of which products to introduce in the market. They also can experiment 
targeting new markets more efficiently (faster and cheaper) than traditional means (NGR5, 
AUS3). Based on the capability of social media to support experimenting, it is hypothesised 
that: 
Hypothesis 13 (H6d): Experimenting capability of online social media will 
have a positive effect on entrepreneurial opportunity recognition 
6.2.6.5 Data Analytic Capability 
The era of big data has given organizations and firms the opportunity to derive maximum 
value from large pools of their data. Big data analytics is defined as the “holistic approach to 
managing, processing and analysing the 5V data-related dimensions (i.e., volume, variety, 
velocity, veracity and value) to create actionable ideas for delivering sustained value, 
measuring performance and establishing competitive advantages” (Wamba et al. 2015, p. 
235). Big data has been used by organizations to create value (Chen, Preston & Swink 2015) 
and improve firm performance (Gunasekaran et al. 2017; Wamba et al. 2017).  
Social media data analytics involve gathering social media data and analysing them to make 
business decisions (Jimenez-Marquez et al. 2019; Misirlis & Vlachopoulou 2018). 
Organizations have been making use of social media data analytics to improve their services. 
Xiang et al. (2015) explained how the hotel industry knows about their customers’ experience 
and satisfaction and improves on them based on their knowledge of social media data 
analytics. Bernabé-Moreno et al. (2015) further explained how social media data is used to 
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boost customer acquisition and retention for firms. Most importantly, recent studies have 
stressed the role of social media data analytics in firm performance (Dong & Yang 2020).  
While these studies have elicited the potential benefit of social media data analytics to 
entrepreneur business, there has been little research into its role on opportunity recognition. 
An exception is the study of Shahbani, where he reported that web content analytics could 
potentially enhance the opportunity recognition of entrepreneurs (Shahbani & Azmi 2017a, 
2017b). Social media data can be used by entrepreneurs to improve their products and 
services. One of the most value-adding services of social media (especially Facebook and 
Instagram) is allowing entrepreneurs to analyze information about their users and the posted 
content. For instance, the data analytics provided by an Instagram business account gives 
entrepreneurs insights into the behaviour and expectations of customers and markets (NGR4). 
It also enables them to understand how clients value their products, and thus how profit 
margin can be assured, allowing for opportunity recognition. Although studies have 
highlighted the potential benefit of social media data analytics to business (e.g. Chang, Ku & 
Chen 2019; Dong & Yang 2020); however, there has been little research into investigating its 
role in opportunity recognition. Based on the field study, we suggest: 
Hypothesis 14 (H6e): Data analytics capability of online social media will 
have a positive effect onentrepreneurial opportunity recognition  
6.2.7 Hypothesis Related To Opportunity Exploitation  
Opportunity recognition has been identified to be a prerequisite for exploiting new 
opportunity. Earlier studies have detailed the role of opportunity recognition in opportunity 
exploitation (Foss, Lyngsie & Zahra 2013; Ren et al. 2016). Almost all respondents illustrate 
that opportunity recognition is a prerequisite for opportunity exploitation in social media, 
which is completely aligned with earlier studies (Kuckertz et al. 2017).The respondents, in 
their discussions on opportunity recognition on social media, detailed scenarios where they 
have exploited some opportunities. This was seen where they had exploited opportunities 
recognized on social media. In the case of NGR1, he talked about Facebook birthday 
notifications, which he has since incorporated into his business. A similar response was seen 
with NGR6, whose mentor in setting up his business was met on Facebook. Other 
respondents such as NGR5, NGR9 and NGR10 have equally exploited the opportunities they 
recognized on social media. It is therefore hypothesized that: 
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Hypothesis 15 (H7): Opportunity recognition will have a positive effect on 
opportunity exploitation 
6.2.8 Hypothesis Related to Resource Mobilization 
Resource mobilization is crucial to opportunity exploitation by entrepreneurs (Andresen, 
Lundberg & Wincent 2014). Resource mobilization, as defined by Nambisan and Zahra 
(2016, p. 4) “is the process by which entrepreneurs identify, acquire and integrate relevant 
resources to enact (exploit) opportunities”. Resources, which can be human, financial, social 
or technical (Dorado 2005; Singh 2016), are integral and sourced by the entrepreneurs from 
the moment an opportunity is identified (Andresen, Lundberg & Wincent 2014). Bhagavatula 
et al. (2010) stressed the importance of human and social capital to the entrepreneurs in 
mobilizing resources. 
On social media, resources have been mobilized by entrepreneurs to improve their 
entrepreneurial business processes. As highlighted by Drummond, McGrath and O'Toole 
(2018), entrepreneurs mobilize resources via dyadic and network actor engagement, 
information acquisition, collaboration, and operational processes co-ordination and 
reconfiguration. Wang, Pauleen and Zhang (2016) asserted the importance of information 
acquisition during resource mobilization on social media, where it helps to improve firm 
performance. Sigfusson and Chetty (2013) identified the role of network actor engagement, 
where entrepreneurs were able to establish connections on social media, which helped in 
mobilizing resources from their networks on social media. Similar findings were reported by 
Quinton and Wilson (2016), where the network engagement led to collaborations that helped 
enhance resource mobilization and led to new venture creation.  
The role of resource mobilization in other entrepreneur processes regarding social media has 
been documented, as seen in the preceding discussion. There are few studies that aimed to 
investigate the role of resource mobilization in opportunity exploitation via social media. The 
study of Nambisan and Zahra (2016) posited that resource mobilization capability moderates 
the relationship between demand-side narratives acquisition and opportunity exploitation. 
This field study, however, revealed that resource mobilization was essential to some 
respondents to exploit the opportunities recognized by them. It is thus hypothesised that: 
Hypothesis 16 (H8): Resource mobilization will play a moderating role on 
the relationship between opportunity recognition and opportunity 
exploitation that is developed via social media.  
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6.3 Summary of Developed Hypotheses 
Based on the field study data, a revised model as seen in Figure 6.1 was developed. The 
model had eight major hypotheses, with sixteen relationships explored. The relationships 
were derived based on the field study while being grounded in the existing literature. Table 
6.1 gives a summary of the hypotheses developed and the relationship between the 
constructs, while Figure 6.1 illustrates the revised model with the hypotheses. 
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Table 6.1: Summary of relationships among constructs and their respective hypotheses 
Construct Link H# Hypothesis statement 
Technological 
Factors (TF) 
TF  USE H1a 
H1b 
Platform perception will have a positive effect on social media use 
Technology peculiarity will have a positive effect on social media use 
Environment 
Factors (EF) 
EF  USE H2a 
H2b 
External pressure will have a positive effect on social media use 
Poor ICT infrastructure will have a negative effect on social media use 
Entrepreneur 
Individual Factors 
(IF) 
IF  USE H3a 
H3b 
Entrepreneur absorptive capacity will have a positive effect on social media use 
Entrepreneur perceived resource availability will have a positive effect on social media use 
Social Media 
Factors (SF) 
SF  USE H4a 
H4b 
Platform abuse will have a negative effect on social media use 
Information overload will have a negative effect on social media use 
Social Media Use 
(USE) 
USE  OR H5 Social media use will have a positive effect on opportunity recognition 
Social Media 
Capabilities (SC) 
SC  OR H6a 
 
Networking capability, i.e., networkability of online social media will have a positive effect on entrepreneurial 
opportunity recognition 
H6b 
 
Searching capability, i.e., searchability of online social media will have a positive effect on entrepreneurial opportunity 
recognition 
H6c 
 
Observing capability of online social media will have a positive effect onentrepreneurial opportunity recognition 
H6d Experimenting capability of online social media will have a positive effect on entrepreneurial opportunity recognition 
H6e Data analytics capability of online social media will have a positive effect on entrepreneurial opportunity recognition 
OR (Opportunity 
Recognition) 
OR  OE H7 Opportunity recognition will have a positive effect on opportunity exploitation 
Resource 
Mobilization (RM) 
OR (RM) 
 OE 
H8 Resource mobilization will play a moderating role on the relationship between opportunity recognition and opportunity 
exploitation that are developed via social media. 
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Figure 6.1: Hypothesised research model 
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6.4 Questionnaire Development 
To test the hypotheses developed in the preceding section, an online survey was 
administered. The survey was developed from the findings of the field study as well as the 
existing literature so that the relationships between the constructs shown in Figure 6.1 could 
be validated. The questionnaire comprises 80 questions under six subsections as shown in 
appendix 2. The constructs studied were either formative or reflective in nature. According to 
Petter, Straub and Rai (2007), differences between formative and reflective constructs are 
includes three major factors: 
1. Direction of causality from between construct and items as implied by the conceptual 
definition:  
2. Items interchageability 
3. Covariation between the items 
Formative constructs have items to constructs casuality which indicates that items define the 
constructs, thus a change in the items changes the construct. This leads to the items not being 
interchangeable as they measure distinct dimension; and thus covariation is not necessary 
amongst the items. In contrast, reflective constructs direction is from construct to items, 
which highlights the need for the items to be interchangeable and also covary. Variables such 
as platform perception are formative because their items (perceived usefulness, perceived 
information quality and perceived trust) are neither interchangeable nor co-vary since they do 
not measure the same dimensions. This is in contrast with information overload that the items 
can be interchanged and they covary. The measurement instrument development will be 
discussed in the next section. 
6.4.1 Questionnaire Section 1: Eligibility  
The objective of this section of the questionnaire was to screen the respondents in a bid to 
allow for eligible responses to be recorded. The screening questions were validated if the 
respondents run a business-to-consumer oriented business (B2C) and have accounts on one or 
more social media platforms that are used for their businesses. Similar criteria have been used 
by previous studies (e.g. Drummond, McGrath & O'Toole 2018; Fischer & Reuber 2011; 
Smith, Smith & Shaw 2017). If the respondent answers contrary to any of the questions, they 
will not be eligible to fill the questionnaire. 
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6.4.2 Questionnaire Section 2: Demographics 
The demographic questions related to individual characteristics of the respondents (gender, 
age, education level), as well as information about their businesses (age of business, length of 
social media use for business, number of employees, country and social media platforms 
used). The items are depicted in Table 6.2. In this section, DE1 and DE7 were represented 
with nominal scales. Other items (DE2, DE3, DE4, DE5, DE6) made use of the ordinal scale, 
while DE8 was a multi-select question where the respondent can choose from the platforms 
they use in their businesses. 
Table 6.2: Demographic Items 
Item  Measure 
DE1 Gender of the respondent 
DE2 Age of the respondent 
DE3 The education level of the respondent 
DE4 Number of employees (business size) 
DE5 Age of business 
DE6 Length of social media use for business operations 
DE7 Country 
DE8  Social media platforms used 
 
6.4.3 Questionnaire Section 3: Social Media Use Factors 
This subsection aimed to evaluate the influence of the determinant factors identified in the 
qualitative phase of this study of social media use. These factors include the technical, 
environmental, entrepreneurial and social media platform factors. A five-point Likert scale 
was used in measuring each item. The use of five-point Likert scales mimics the data 
processes of previous research into social media adoption and use by entrepreneurs (e.g. 
Ahani, Rahim & Nilashi 2017b; Charoensukmongkol & Sasatanun 2017; Parveen, Jaafar & 
Ainin 2016; Schaupp & Bélanger 2014; Tajudeen, Jaafar & Ainin 2018). Dillman, Smyth and 
Melani (2014) opine that the use of the five-point Likert scale is optimal as it reduces 
measurement errors and the cognitive burden of the respondents.  
6.4.3.1 Technological factors 
The technological factors are the technical characteristics of social media that influence its 
use by entrepreneurs. The factors identified through the qualitative phase of this research 
include platform perception and technology peculiarity which were both formative in nature. 
Them been formative is because their dimensions (items) cannot be interchanged and do not 
covary. The platform perception construct was made up of several dimensions (perceived 
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ease of use, perceived usefulness, perceived information quality and perceived trust), with 
their statement adopted from existing literature. For the technology peculiarity construct, TP1 
and TP2 were developed based on the field study while TP3 and TP4 were adapted from 
existing literature. Eight items were used in total to measure technological factors, as 
presented in Table 6.3. 
Table 6.3: Items for technological factors 
 Item Dimension Statement References 
P
la
tf
o
rm
 P
er
c
ep
ti
o
n
 (
F
o
rm
a
ti
v
e)
 
PP1 Perceived 
ease of use 
Generally, I believe social media is 
easy to use  
Idemudia, 
Raisinghani and 
Samuel-Ojo (2016); 
Field study 
PP2 Perceived 
usefulness 
In general, using social media is 
advantageous  
Idemudia, 
Raisinghani and 
Samuel-Ojo (2016); 
Field study 
PP3 Perceived 
information 
quality 
In all, social media provides me with 
high-quality information  
Idemudia, 
Raisinghani and 
Samuel-Ojo (2016); 
Field study 
PP4 Perceived 
trust 
Overall, I trust social media 
platforms  
Susanto, Chang and 
Ha (2016); Field 
study 
T
ec
h
n
o
lo
g
y
 P
ec
u
li
a
ri
ty
 
(F
o
rm
a
ti
v
e)
 
TP1 Algorithm The social media platforms work 
differently from each other  
Field study 
TP2 Platform 
variation 
The way the customers behave on 
each social media platform is 
different  
Field study 
TP3 Privacy I worry about my personal 
information on social media 
platforms differently  
Faqih (2016); Field 
study 
TP4 Security I worry about my security on social 
media platforms differently  
Faqih (2016); Field 
study 
 
6.4.3.2 External environmental factors 
The external environmental factors were determined by the external environment, which in 
this thesis include external pressure and poor ICT infrastructure which are reflective and 
formative in nature. Items for external pressure (EP1, EP3, EP4,) and poor ICT infrastructure 
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(PI1, PI2, PI) were adopted from existing literature. EP2 and EI3 were developed from the 
field study, where the respondents mentioned the recent surge in social media use by new 
entrants, and the poor internet connection. In all, external environmental factors comprised 
eight items, as shown in Table 6.4. 
Table 6.4: Items for external environmental factors 
 Item Dimension Statement References 
E
x
te
rn
a
l 
P
re
ss
u
re
 (
R
e
fl
ec
ti
v
e
) 
EP1 
Competitor I believe I will lose my customers to 
my competitors if I do not use social 
media in my business  
Premkumar (2003); 
Field study 
EP2 
Competition The number of competitors/businesses 
joining social media at present makes 
me feel the need to use social media 
in my business  
Field study 
EP3 
Customer Our customers are demanding the use 
of social media to do business with 
them  
Premkumar and 
Roberts (1999); Field 
study 
EP4 
Social 
influence 
The people important to me 
recommend using social media for my 
business  
Venkatesh et al. (2003); 
Field study 
P
o
o
r 
IC
T
 
In
fr
a
st
ru
ct
u
re
 
(F
o
rm
a
ti
v
e)
 
EI1 
Internet 
subscription 
cost 
The internet subscription cost to use 
social media is high 
Lehemets (2012); Field 
study 
EI2 
Internet 
outreach 
To get internet connection is not 
convenient for me 
Sabi et al. (2017); Field 
study 
EI3 
Internet 
quality 
Internet quality is not good for me  Field study 
EI4 
Electricity 
supply 
I have inadequate electricity supply in 
my area 
Oladapo (2007); Field 
study 
 
6.4.3.3 Entrepreneurial individual factors 
The entrepreneurial factors are the individual characteristics of the entrepreneurs, which in 
this study include absorptive capacity and perceived resource availability. The constructs 
were measured based on items that were derived from existing literature, with the exception 
of PRA4 that was developed from the field study. In total, eight items made up the 
entrepreneurial factors, as seen in Table 6.5 below.  
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Table 6.5: Items for entrepreneurial individual factors 
 Item Dimension Statement References 
P
er
c
ei
v
ed
 R
es
o
u
rc
e 
A
v
a
il
a
b
il
it
y
 
(F
o
rm
a
ti
v
e)
 
PRA1 Time I have limited time to use social media Reinholt, Pedersen 
and Foss (2011); 
Field study 
PRA2    Skill I have limited skill to use social media Sumathi, 
Jambulingam and 
Rajagopal (2015); 
Field study 
PRA3 Capital I have limited money to use social 
media 
Buehrer, Senecal 
and Pullins (2005); 
Field study 
PRA4    Effort  Overall, I have limited effort in using 
social media  
Field study 
A
b
so
rp
ti
v
e 
C
a
p
a
ci
ty
 (
R
ef
le
c
ti
v
e)
 AC1 Identifying 
the value of 
knowledge 
I have rich information on the state-of-
art social media   
Upadhyay and 
Jahanyan (2016); 
Field study 
AC2 Learning I have the necessary knowledge to learn 
social media 
Lin (2014); Field 
study 
AC3 Assimilate I intensively participate in the 
assessment of the benefits of social 
media 
Enkel et al. (2017); 
Field study 
AC4 Apply I have the competencies to implement 
social media 
Lin (2014); Field 
study 
 
6.4.3.4 Social media platform properties  
These factors, as stated in Chapter 4, include platform abuse and information overload, which 
is due to social media proliferation and its ability to be an information repository. The 
constructs were measured based on the Likert statement, as seen in Table 6.6. Items for 
information overload were adopted from Cao and Sun (2018), while those of platform abuse 
were adapted from existing studies (PA1 and PA3) and others (PA2 and PA4) were derived 
from the interview analysis. 
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Table 6.6: Items for social media platform properties 
  Item Dimension Statement References 
P
la
tf
o
rm
 A
b
u
se
 (
F
o
rm
a
ti
v
e)
 
PA1 Stealing of 
ideas 
I am afraid that people may steal my 
business ideas from social media 
Taneja and 
Toombs (2014); 
Field study 
PA2 Scam I am afraid that easy creation of 
accounts may result in scams on social 
media 
Field study 
PA3 Perceived 
reputational 
damage 
I am afraid that people may damage 
my reputation even before I defend 
myself on social media 
Taneja and 
Toombs (2014); 
Field study 
PA4 Inappropriate 
use of 
platforms 
Overall, there is a high possibility that 
people may abuse social media 
platforms 
Field study 
In
fo
rm
a
ti
o
n
 
O
v
er
lo
a
d
 
(R
ef
le
ct
iv
e
) 
IO1 I am often distracted by the excessive amount of 
information on social media 
Cao and Sun 
(2018) 
IO2 I am overwhelmed by the amount of information that I 
process on a daily basis from social media 
Cao and Sun 
(2018) 
IO3 I find too much information on social media to 
synthesize 
Cao and Sun 
(2018) 
 
6.4.4 Questionnaire Section 4: Social Media Use and Opportunity Recognition 
6.4.4.1 Social media use 
The items used to measure social media use which is reflective in nature are well established 
in the social media and entrepreneur literature. Apart from SMU5, which was developed from 
this field study, other items were adopted from existing studies. Five items were used to 
measure social media use, as seen in Table 6.7. 
Table 6.7: Items for social media use 
  Item Dimension Statement References 
How frequently do you use social media to 
S
o
ci
a
l 
M
e
d
ia
 
U
se
 
(R
e
fl
ec
ti
v
e
) 
SMU1 Customer 
attraction 
Attract new customers 
Odoom et al. (2017); Field 
study 
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SMU2 Customer 
relationship 
management 
Nurture relationships with 
clients and customers 
Odoom et al. (2017); Field 
study 
SMU3 Marketing Advertise and promote 
products/services 
Parveen, Jaafar and Ainin 
(2016); Field study 
SMU4 Information 
search 
Search for information 
Parveen, Jaafar and Ainin 
(2016); Field study 
SMU5 Observation Observe other social media 
accounts 
Field study 
 
6.4.4.2 Opportunity recognition 
Opportunity recognition definitions and dimensions have been discussed extensively in the 
literature review paper of Hansen, Shrader and Monllor (2011). The construct is reflective 
and has been extensively used in earlier studies. OR4 was identified based on the field study. 
OR1, OR5 and OR6 items for the construct were adopted from existing studies. OR2 and 
OR3 were operationalized based on the study of Hansen, Shrader and Monllor (2011). 
Similar definitions and explanations have been used by previous studies. In total, six items 
were used in measuring opportunity recognition, as depicted in Table 6.8.  
Table 6.8: Items for opportunity recognition 
  Item Statement References 
When on social media, I frequently recognize opportunities that can be converted into: 
O
p
p
o
rt
u
n
it
y
 R
ec
o
g
n
it
io
n
 (
R
ef
le
c
ti
v
e)
 
OR1 New products/services 
Guo et al. (2017); Field study 
OR2 Entering new markets 
Hansen, Shrader and Monllor 
(2011); Field study 
OR3 Better ways to serve the customers 
Hansen, Shrader and Monllor 
(2011); Field study 
OR4 Participating in events 
Field study 
OR5 I have a special alertness or sensitivity 
towards new opportunities on social media 
Ma, Huang and Shenkar (2011) 
OR6 Overall, from social media, I recognize 
potential opportunities 
Ma, Huang and Shenkar (2011); 
Field study 
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6.4.5 Questionnaire Section 5: Social Media Capabilities 
This field study identified five social media capabilities. The social media capabilities 
constructs are formative. It is due to the reason that their items (e.g. scalability and 
association) cannot be interchanged and do not co-vary since they do not measure the same 
dimension. Networking and searching capability were developed based on the study of Smith, 
Smith and Shaw (2017). Observing capability items were adapted from the study of Dyer, 
Gregersen and Christensen (2008), while OC3 was developed from the field study. Items for 
experimenting capability were developed based on the field study, except for EC1, which was 
adapted from existing literature. DAC1 and DAC3 were adapted from various studies. DAC2 
and DAC4 were built based on the field study. In all, 16 items were used to measure social 
media capabilities, as shown in Table 6.9 below. 
Table 6.9: Items for social media capabilities 
  Item Dimension Statement References 
Using social media, I can: 
N
et
w
o
rk
in
g
 
C
a
p
a
b
il
it
y
 
(F
o
rm
a
ti
v
e)
 
NC1 Social 
interactivity 
Efficiently interact with other 
people 
Smith, Smith and Shaw 
(2017); Field study 
NC2 Scalability Send/receive information/ 
content on a large scale 
Smith, Smith and Shaw 
(2017); Field study 
NC3 Association Access my own and other 
people’s social media 
networks 
Smith, Smith and Shaw 
(2017); Field study 
NC4 Interoperability Interact with people across 
multiple distinct platforms 
Smith, Smith and Shaw 
(2017); Field study 
S
ea
rc
h
in
g
 
C
a
p
a
b
il
it
y
 
(F
o
rm
a
ti
v
e)
 
SC1 Searchability Efficiently search for all 
kinds of information I need 
Smith, Smith and Shaw 
(2017); Field study 
SC2 Retrievability Effectively capture/retrieve 
specific information 
Smith, Smith and Shaw 
(2017); Field study 
SC3 Persistence See archived/old information Smith, Smith and Shaw 
(2017); Field study 
SC4 Reviewability Effectively review 
posts/contents over time 
Smith, Smith and Shaw 
(2017); Field study 
O
b
se
r
v
in
g
 
C
a
p
a
b
il
it
y
 
OC1 People Observe how people interact 
with products/services 
Dyer, Gregersen and 
Christensen (2008); 
Field study 
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OC2 Customer 
actions 
Observe how customers use 
my products/services 
Dyer, Gregersen and 
Christensen (2008); 
Field study 
OC3 Competitor 
account 
Observe what competitors do 
Field study 
OC4 Everyday 
observation 
Observe everyday 
experiences 
Dyer, Gregersen and 
Christensen (2008); 
Field study 
E
x
p
er
im
en
ti
n
g
 
C
a
p
a
b
il
it
y
 
(F
o
rm
a
ti
v
e)
 
EC1 Experimenting Experiment to understand 
new ways of doing things 
Dyer, Gregersen and 
Christensen (2008); 
Field study 
EC2 Testing Test how my 
products/services will sell 
Field study 
EC3 Validating Validate my 
products/services quality 
Field study 
EC4 Targeting Target my products to a 
specific market/location 
Field study 
Using social media data, I can: 
D
a
ta
 
A
n
a
ly
ti
c 
C
a
p
a
b
il
it
y
 
(F
o
rm
a
ti
v
e)
 
DAC1 Planning/ 
strategizing 
Plan my business strategies 
Akter, Fosso Wamba and 
Dewan (2017); Field study 
DAC2 Client 
characteristic
s 
Know more about my 
potential customers’ 
characteristics 
Field study 
DAC3 Client 
perception 
Provide better 
products/services to my 
customers  
Ji-fan Ren et al. (2017); 
Field study 
DAC4 Trends Identify new trends 
Field study 
 
6.4.6 Questionnaire Section 6: Resource Mobilization and Opportunity Exploitation 
6.4.6.1 Resource mobilization 
Resources are fundamental to opportunity exploitation by entrepreneurs. As suggested earlier, 
the qualitative study identified four dimensions of resource mobilization that were measured 
which can be interchanged and is thus a reflective construct. RM2 and RM3 were 
operationalized based on existing literature while RM4 was adapted. RM1 was developed 
from the field study. Four items were used to measure RM, which are shown in Table 6.10. 
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Table 6.10: Items for resource mobilization 
  Item Dimension Statement References 
R
es
o
u
rc
e 
M
o
b
il
iz
a
ti
o
n
 
(R
ef
le
ct
iv
e
) 
RM1 Investors I have access to new 
investors 
Field study 
RM2 Partnerships I can attract new 
partnerships 
Drummond, McGrath and 
O'Toole (2018); Field study 
RM3 Staff I can attract new staff 
Singh (2016); Field study 
RM4 Finance I can access new credit 
Bhagavatula et al. (2010); 
Field study 
 
6.4.6.1 Opportunity exploitation 
Opportunity exploitation, as conceptualized in this study, involves the enactment of the 
opportunity recognised by the entrepreneurs. The opportunity recognition dimension has been 
explored in Section 6.4.4. Opportunity exploitation items were thus built on the opportunity 
recognition dimension, which was developed from the field study and was thus reflective. 
Five items were used in measuring opportunity exploitation, which is shown in Table 6.11. 
 
Table 6.11: Items for opportunity exploitation 
  Item Statement References 
In the past 12 months, I have: 
O
p
p
o
rt
u
n
it
y
 
E
x
p
lo
it
a
ti
o
n
 
(R
ef
le
ct
iv
e
) 
OE1 Introduced new product(s)/service(s) Foss, Lyngsie and Zahra 
(2013); Field study 
OE2 Entered new market(s) Foss, Lyngsie and Zahra 
(2013); Field study 
OE3 Introduced better way(s) to serve my 
customers 
Field study 
OE4 Participated in trade fairs (online/offline) 
Field study 
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 6.5 Pre-testing of the Questionnaire 
The questionnaire was pretested, as this allows for the detection and minimization of errors 
before carrying out the actual survey (Sue & Ritter 2011; Zikmund et al. 2013). The pre-test 
allowed for the identification of wrongly worded and misinterpreted questions, through which 
the validity and reliability of the questionnaire was enhanced. Zikmund et al. (2013) 
suggested that questionnaires are to be pretested by expert review, followed by pilot testing. 
The first phase of the pre-test was conducted using expert review. This was aimed at 
confirming the wording, order and interpretation of the questions themselves, the content and 
the face validity of the items in the questionnaire. The researcher contacted people that are 
knowledgeable in the area in which the study was conducted. Three academics with a 
background in entrepreneurship and information systems were consulted. Also, four 
entrepreneurs from the qualitative phase were requested to review the questionnaire 
instrument. The academic experts were given a paper-based representation of the 
questionnaire, while the entrepreneurs were sent a Qualtrics link (online) of the developed 
questionnaire for their perusal. The expert reviewers suggested corrections to the question 
order, wording of the questions and clarifications for some of the questions. The corrections 
were included before the pilot study was done. 
The second pre-testing phase involved conducting two pilot studies of the online 
questionnaire after effecting all the suggested corrections from the expert reviewers. The 
questionnaire was developed using Qualtrics, from which a web-survey link was generated. 
The first pilot test was conducted by distributing the generated link to respondents. A total of 
eighteen respondents, including entrepreneurs and PhD candidates from the College of 
Business, filled the questionnaire. The step was used to estimate the average time to complete 
the survey and validate the clarity of the questions. Respondents’ suggestions were included 
in the final survey before the second pilot study. The second pilot test was conducted with 
seventy entrepreneurs to evaluate the validity and reliability of the items. Due to the 
corrections implemented from the expert reviews and the first pilot study, the items had good 
validity and reliability and were thus retained. 
In dealing with bias, the common method bias and the non-response bias were investigated. 
In handling common method bias in the study, steps recommended by Podsakoff, MacKenzie 
and Podsakoff (2012) and Podsakoff et al. (2003) were followed. Firstly, the items of the 
constructs were adapted from various sources, as seen in Section 6.4. Secondly, the 
constructs were divided into sections on Qualtrics as done in the questionnaire development 
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section. This allowed for the temporal separation of the dependent and independent variables 
while filling the survey. Thirdly, the anonymity of the respondents was guaranteed by their 
responses not being identifiable. Fourthly, items’ ambiguity was removed by improving on 
the measurement via expert review and conducting pre-tests of the questionnaire, through 
which the items were improved.  
In statistically evaluating the common method bias, two established approaches were 
followed. Firstly, as PLS-SEM was used in this thesis, common method bias was found to be 
eliminated by examining the collinearity of the items through the Variance Inflation Factor 
(VIF). The VIF should be less than 3.3 (Kock 2015; Kock & Lynn 2012), which was 
achieved in this study and is shown in Appendix 3. Secondly, common method bias was 
further found to have minimal influence on the data by using the correlation matrix (using 
Pearson’s correlations) of the constructs where none of the correlation was higher than 0.90, 
as seen in Appendix 4 (Lowry & Gaskin 2014).  
In reducing nonresponse bias, suggestions by Neuman (2014) and Sue and Ritter (2012) were 
followed. Firstly, a PISCF document was attached to the survey, which includes a guarantee 
of its confidentiality, the school emblem for its originality and contacts of the research team. 
Secondly, the survey was sent to the appropriate population (entrepreneurs), who were made 
aware that the findings of the survey are vital to the understanding of social media and 
entrepreneurship. Thirdly, the questionnaire was carefully designed to be neat and with an 
attractive layout to encourage participation. Fourthly, incentives were given for participation 
in the survey to maximise response rates. 
6.6 Summary 
In conclusion, this chapter outlined hypotheses development and the questionnaire design, 
which will be used to test the revised model. Based on the revised model, a total of sixteen 
hypotheses were developed. The hypotheses were grounded on existing literature and the 
field study. This was followed by the questionnaire development. The items used in the 
questionnaire were developed based on the field study and existing literature. The 
questionnaire was then pretested, using both expert review and pilot survey. The next chapter 
will discuss the data analysis of the responses obtained from the distributed questionnaires.
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CHAPTER 7 THE QUANTITATIVE FINDINGS 
7.1 Introduction  
The preceding chapter outlined the hypotheses that have been identified through the revision 
of the originally proposed model. This chapter presents the results of the quantitative phase, 
which aimed to test and validate the identified hypotheses. This validation process was 
completed through an online survey administered to entrepreneurs in Australia and Nigeria. 
This chapter outlines the results of the survey. It initially presents a discussion of the response 
rate and demographics of the respondents. Then, using the Smart-PLS 3.0 software (Ringle, 
Wende & Becker 2015) and the steps developed by Hair, Hult, et al. (2017) and Hair, Ringle 
and Sarstedt (2011), the chapter discusses the validity of the measurement model, evaluates 
the structural model and tests the hypotheses. The analysis identifies the key factors that 
influence social media use and how the use impacts entrepreneurial opportunity recognition. 
7.2 Data preparation  
The survey was distributed online using Qualtrics and led to a total of 568 usable survey 
responses. The Australian survey initially received 666 responses. The survey was looking 
for respondents who met the criteria of being an entrepreneur that is active on social media 
platforms and is business-to-consumer oriented. The initial screening questions were 
answered “No” by 248 respondents, who were removed from the analysis. In addition, a 
further 107 questions were removed, as they were incomplete and had more than 5% missing 
values (Schafer 1999). As the analysis was looking for entrepreneurs whose businesses had 
less than 20 employees, a further 58 surveys were removed from the analysis. The remaining 
253 responses were then used in the analysis for the Australian sample. 
The Nigerian data sample was initially prepared under similar criteria. Of the original 614 
responses, 55 were excluded because of their response to the filter question; 198 were 
excluded as they were incomplete responses; two respondents did not meet the organization 
size criteria as they had over 20 employees, and one respondent was excluded as they had 
selected Australia as their country of business. This led to a response of 358 surveys. 
However, the administration of the Nigerian survey included an incentive process. There was 
a concern that some respondents engaged with the survey simply to enter the incentive drive. 
Pre-testing of the survey indicated that the average response time was 15-20 minutes, with 
the fastest being 9 minutes. In order to exclude respondents who potentially randomly 
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selected answers so that they could be in the incentive process, the researcher followed the 
example of research firms like CINT, which excludes responses that were filled in less than 
20%-25% of the average time (CINT 2017). Thus, the researcher excluded responses that 
were filled in less than 20% of the average time, thereby removing a further 43 surveys from 
the analysis. This process of improving the reliability of the survey data led to a total of 315 
Nigerian survey responses. 
7.3 Respondents’ Demographics: Descriptive analysis 
Descriptive analysis was conducted using SPSS to understand the respondents’ demographic 
distribution, which is depicted in Table 7.1. 
While the gender distribution of Australian respondents was relatively even, the Nigerian 
responses included more females than males. The gender distribution reflects the 
wholesale/retail and accommodation/food sectors, which account for over 60% of the micro 
industry sector in Nigeria (SMEDAN & NBS 2013). The dominance of females on both the 
microenterprise scene and on social media, Instagram most notably, was reflected in the 
process of data collection. Also, previous research on social media has shown that there are 
more females on Instagram (58-68%) than males (Salman 2018; Seligson 2016). The finding 
is also reported in Nigeria, where more females are more active on Instagram than males 
(Ibrahim & Musa 2017), with Instagram being the most used social media platform by the 
respondents. The dominance of females on both the microenterprise scene and on social 
media, Instagram most especially, was reflected in the process of data collection. 
The age distribution of the Australian respondents showed that the majority (76%) were less 
than 45 years old. For the Nigerian sample, 92.4% were aged between 18 and 30. Nigeria has 
an internet penetration rate of approximately 50% (Internet World Stats 2018; Statista 2018), 
with the 18-35 age range accounting for approximately 78% of the internet and social media 
platform users (ICEF Monitor 2015; Terragon 2013). Therefore, the concentration of this age 
group as the primary internet and social media users is reflected in the sample distribution. 
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Table 7.1: Respondents’ profile 
 Australia Nigeria 
Measure Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 
Gender Male 121 47.8 85 27.0 
Female 130 51.4 230 73.0 
Others 2 0.8 0 0 
Age 18-30 94 37.2 291 92.4 
 31-45 100 39.5 20 6.3 
46-60 42 16.6 4 1.3 
Over 60 17 6.7 0 0 
Education No formal education 3 1.2 0 0 
Primary school 2 0.8 0 0 
High school 64 25.3 8 2.5 
College/TAFE/ 
Polytechnic 
89 35.2 29 9.2 
University and 
above 
95 37.5 278 88.3 
Business 
Size 
Sole business 122 48.2 240 76.8 
<5 28 11.1 62 19.7 
5-10 53 20.9 8 2.5 
11-20 50 19.8 3 1.0 
Business 
Age 
<1 year 80 31.6 125 39.7 
1-3 years 80 31.6 155 49.2 
4-6 years 50 19.8 24 7.6 
7-10 years 23 9.1 6 1.9 
Over 10 years 20 7.9 5 1.6 
Social 
media use 
duration 
<1 year 87 34.4 164 52.1 
1-3 years 83 32.8 122 38.7 
4-6 years 47 18.6 18 5.7 
7-10 years 25 9.9 9 2.9 
Over 10 years 11 4.3 2 0.6 
Social 
media 
platform 
used 
Facebook 224 45.5 193 34.0 
Instagram 126 25.6 278 49.0 
Twitter 77 15.7 69 12.2 
LinkedIn 65 13.2 27 4.8 
 
The education level of the respondents varied distinctly between Nigeria and Australia. The 
education level of the Australian sample spread across the different education levels, with the 
overwhelming majority having attended at least high school. Although approximately 19% of 
Australians have a university education (Parr 2015), this was a higher representation in the 
survey respondents, where 37.5% indicated a university qualification. This may simply 
suggest that young entrepreneurs are becoming more educated (Australian Bureau of 
Statistics 2018). For the Nigerian respondents, 88.3% were currently completing either their 
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undergraduate or postgraduate degrees. This can be attributed to the high unemployment rate 
in the country where over 43% are either unemployed or underemployed (National Bureau of 
Statistics 2019). In Nigeria, a majority of university graduates become unemployed after 
university, and this may be a reason that they then start their own business.  
The respondents of the survey were mainly sole businesses, i.e., they run their businesses 
alone. This is more pronounced in the Nigerian sample (76.8%), as previous studies have 
shown that entrepreneurs in developing countries are more necessity-oriented (Acs 2006; 
Langevang, Namatovu & Dawa 2012) and thus more likely to establish and run their 
businesses due to the absence of jobs. The majority of the respondents’ business ventures 
were new, having been running for less than three years (Australia over 60%; Nigeria over 
80%), with the fewest businesses running for above ten years (Australia (7.9%), Nigeria 
(1.6%). 
Regarding the use of social media for their businesses, the majority of the respondents have 
been using these platforms for their businesses for less than three years. These findings 
reflect the survey conducted by Sensis (2017), where SM use by Australian entrepreneurs has 
been at its highest in the past two years. For Nigerian respondents, the same trend was 
observed. For instance, Facebook had a user base of 6.5 million in 2013 (Africapractice 
2014) compared to 22 million users in early 2018 (Terragon 2018), which is reflected in the 
survey. The Australian respondents tended to make more use of Facebook, which reflects the 
findings of Sensis (2017), while Nigerians make more use of Instagram. The trend was also 
identified in the qualitative study, where the respondents noted that entrepreneurs are 
migrating to Instagram for business purposes. The report by Terragon (2018) in Nigeria also 
highlighted the trend among the younger generation, where 69% of users aged 18-34 are on 
Instagram compared to Facebook (42%). The demographics simply highlight the ‘normality’ 
of the sample. 
7.4 Assessment of the Measurement Model  
The measurement model is made up of 74 items under 17 constructs. The constructs are both 
reflective and formative, which need to be assessed separately. The reflective constructs were 
evaluated following the PLS procedure identified by Hulland (1999) and Hair, Hult, et al. 
(2017), which includes the indicator reliability, internal consistency, convergent validity and 
discriminant validity. The formative measurements were evaluated based on their outer 
weights and multicollinearity.  
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7.4.1 Indicator Reliability  
Table 7.2 presents the item loadings of the reflective constructs. In determining the reliability 
of the constructs, the recommendations from the works of Hair, Hult, et al. (2014) were 
followed. They recommend that the outer loading of each item should be greater than 0.70, 
while 0.60 can be accepted for exploratory research. The criteria were satisfied with the 
overall and the Australian sample, with all items loading above 0.70. For the Nigerian 
sample, the majority of the items were above 0.60 except for EP4, IO2, SU4 and SU5. The 
study of Hulland (1999) noted that items with loading less than 0.4 should be dropped, which 
led to the exclusion of IO2, thus improving the internal consistency and convergent validity 
of the information overload construct. In addition, Hair, Ringle and Sarstedt (2011) 
maintained that items with loadings between 0.40 and 0.70 should only be removed if it led to 
the improvement of the composite reliability to the required value. Based on that, items EP4 
(0.546), OE4 (0.639), OR2 (0.634) and SU5 (0.481) were excluded. The deletion of the items 
led to better internal consistency and convergent validity of the constructs. 
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Table 7.2: Item loadings of the reflective constructs 
Construct Dimension Items General 
Data 
Australia Nigeria 
Absorptive 
capacity 
Identifying value of 
knowledge 
AC1 0.733 0.769 0.712 
Learning AC2 0.777 0.777 0.768 
Assimilate AC3 0.788 0.799 0.741 
Apply AC4 0.738 0.756 0.689 
External 
pressure 
Competitor EP1 0.655 0.740 0.788 
Competition EP2 0.775 0.785 0.817 
Customer EP3 0.776 0.807 0.756 
Normative EP4 0.725 0.762 0.546 
Information 
overload 
 IO1 0.656 0.834 0.723 
IO2 0.929 0.895 -0.298 
IO3 0.734 0.846 0.893 
Opportunity 
exploitation 
Introduced new 
product(s)/service(s) 
OE1 0.784 0.766 0.816 
Entered new market(s) OE2 0.766 0.771 0.754 
Introduced better 
way(s) to serve my 
customers 
OE3 0.836 0.837 0.857 
Participated in trade 
fairs (online/offline) 
OE4 0.631 0.733 0.639 
Opportunity 
recognition 
New products/services OR1 0.789 0.797 0.665 
New markets OR2 0.772 0.820 0.634 
Customers OR3 0.788 0.796 0.638 
Participating in events OR4 0.704 0.728 0.652 
I have special 
alertness or sensitivity 
toward new 
opportunities on SM 
OR5 0.804 0.782 0.776 
Overall, from social 
media, I recognize 
potential opportunities 
OR6 0.835 0.828 0.795 
Resource 
mobilization 
Investors RM1 0.802 0.836 0.825 
Partnerships RM2 0.881 0.897 0.867 
Staff RM3 0.819 0.832 0.785 
Finance RM4 0.788 0.810 0.758 
Social media 
use 
Customer attraction SU1 0.768 0.791 0.743 
Customer relationship 
management 
SU2 0.767 0.804 0.796 
Marketing SU3 0.668 0.771 0.712 
Information search SU4 0.734 0.734 0.587 
Observation SU5 0.697 0.775 0.481 
*Bold values were discarded because of having low loading 
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7.4.2 Internal Consistency 
Composite reliability was used to determine the internal consistency of the items. Hair, 
Ringle and Sarstedt (2011) stated that the value of the composite reliability should be higher 
than 0.70, but values higher than 0.60 are considered acceptable. All the constructs’ 
composite reliability was higher than 0.70, with opportunity recognition (0.910) for the 
Australian sample having the highest value. In assessing the convergent validity of the 
constructs, the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) should be higher than 0.50. The 
constructs’ AVE ranged from 0.501 to 0.738 as seen in Table 7.3, which are higher than the 
recommended values. 
Table 7.3: Construct internal consistency and convergent validity 
  Composite 
reliability 
  AVE 
  Overall 
data 
Australia Nigeria  Overall 
data 
Australia Nigeria  
Absorptive capacity 0.845 0.858 0.818 0.577 0.601 0.530 
External pressure 0.823 0.857 0.783 0.539 0.599 0.550 
Information overload 0.822 0.894 0.793 0.611 0.738 0.660 
Opportunity 
exploitation 
0.842 0.859 0.851 0.575 0.605 0.656 
Opportunity recognition 0.905 0.910 0.833 0.613 0.628 0.501 
Resource mobilization 0.894 0.908 0.884 0.678 0.713 0.656 
Social media use 0.849 0.883 0.804 0.530 0.601 0.509 
 
In assessing the discriminant validity of the reflective constructs, previous studies have used 
the Fornell-Larcker criterion and the cross-loadings (Hair, Ringle & Sarstedt 2011; Henseler, 
Ringle & Sarstedt 2015). According to Hair, Ringle and Sarstedt (2011), the Fornell-Larcker 
criterion is stricter in measuring for discriminant validity among the constructs. By using the 
Fornell-Lacker criterion, it is implied that the square root of the AVE of each construct 
should be higher than the correlations among other constructs (Wong 2013). As seen in the 
tables below (Table 7.4, 7.5 and 7.6), the diagonal elements depict the square root of the 
constructs’ AVE. The off-diagonal elements are the correlation between the constructs and 
other constructs. To ascertain the discriminant validity, the square root of the AVE (diagonal 
component) should be higher than other values in the same row and column. It is seen that the 
criteria are fulfilled, and thus the discriminant validity is established in both countries’ 
samples. The cross-loadings are provided in Appendix 5. 
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Table 7.4: Fornell-Larcker Criterion for the overall sample 
 Construct AC EP IO OE OR RM SU 
Absorptive capacity 0.760             
External pressure 0.381 0.734           
Information overload 0.172 0.279 0.781         
Opportunity exploitation 0.449 0.342 0.166 0.758       
Opportunity recognition 0.588 0.493 0.230 0.548 0.783     
Resource mobilization 0.394 0.304 0.147 0.533 0.482 0.823   
Social media use 0.537 0.397 0.171 0.543 0.656 0.429 0.728 
 
Table 7.5: Fornell-Larcker Criterion for the Australian sample 
 Construct AC EP IO OE OR RM SU 
Absorptive capacity 0.775             
External pressure 0.522 0.774           
Information overload 0.193 0.356 0.859         
Opportunity exploitation 0.492 0.435 0.219 0.778       
Opportunity recognition 0.606 0.564 0.249 0.602 0.793     
Resource mobilization 0.480 0.381 0.134 0.615 0.595 0.844   
Social media use 0.565 0.524 0.193 0.617 0.713 0.515 0.776 
 
Table 7.6: Fornell-Larcker Criterion for the Nigerian sample 
 Construct AC EP IO OE OR RM SU 
Absorptive capacity 0.728             
External pressure 0.204 0.742           
Information overload -0.080 0.116 0.812         
Opportunity exploitation 0.325 0.205 -0.136 0.810       
Opportunity recognition 0.500 0.355 -0.043 0.350 0.708     
Resource mobilization 0.280 0.214 0.011 0.381 0.327 0.810   
Social media use 0.448 0.193 -0.117 0.442 0.446 0.315 0.714 
 
Recent research has argued that the use of the Fornell-Larcker criterion and cross-loadings do 
not necessarily establish discriminant validity among constructs (Hair, Hollingsworth, et al. 
2017; Henseler, Ringle & Sarstedt 2015). Henseler, Ringle and Sarstedt (2015) thus 
suggested the Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio (HTMT) in measuring the discriminant validity. 
HTMT is the average of the correlations of items across several constructs relative to the 
correlations of items within the same construct (Henseler, Ringle & Sarstedt 2015). They 
suggested that the HTMT value between two constructs should be less than 0.90. As seen in 
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the tables below (Table 7.7, 7.8 and 7.9), the diagonal components which denote the HTMT 
values across different constructs were less than 0.90 for the data. Due to the values being 
lower than the advised value (0.90), discriminant validity was established among the 
constructs. 
Table 7.7: HTMT for the overall sample 
 Construct AC EP IO OE OR RM SU 
Absorptive capacity        
External pressure 0.507       
Information overload 0.192 0.383      
Opportunity exploitation 0.161 0.089 0.074     
Opportunity recognition 0.581 0.451 0.178 0.138    
Resource mobilization 0.721 0.609 0.254 0.306 0.665   
Social media use 0.487 0.381 0.155 0.066 0.670 0.555  
 
Table 7.8: HTMT for the Australian sample 
 Construct AC EP IO OE OR RM SU 
Absorptive capacity               
External pressure 0.662             
Information overload 0.238 0.449           
Opportunity exploitation 0.629 0.549 0.275         
Opportunity recognition 0.731 0.674 0.296 0.723       
Resource mobilization 0.579 0.457 0.162 0.747 0.681     
Social media use 0.697 0.646 0.236 0.762 0.829 0.603   
 
Table 7.9: HTMT for the Nigerian sample 
 Construct AC EP IO OE OR RM SU 
Absorptive capacity               
External pressure 0.299             
Information overload 0.145 0.229           
Opportunity exploitation 0.420 0.261 0.226         
Opportunity recognition 0.674 0.497 0.087 0.429       
Resource mobilization 0.365 0.270 0.057 0.470 0.408     
Social media use 0.643 0.265 0.219 0.602 0.626 0.412   
a  
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7.4.3 Formative Measurements Validation 
In examining the formative indicators, the criteria for measuring the validity and reliability of 
reflective constructs do not apply (Hair, Hult, et al. 2014). In evaluating formative constructs, 
the guide given by Hair, Ringle and Sarstedt (2011) was followed. This begins by assessing 
the significance of the outer weights of the items of the constructs. If the outer weight is 
significant, then the item is kept. If the outer weight is not significant, then the outer loading 
is considered. If the outer loading is greater than 0.5, the item is retained. If the outer loading 
is less than 0.5 but is significant, the item is kept, or else it is removed (Hair, Hult, et al. 
2014). 
However, the study of Rai, Patnayakuni and Seth (2006) noted that there is no established 
weight for accepting items in formative constructs. Hair, Ringle and Sarstedt (2011) 
suggested that if the item inclusion is validated based on the theory, and also satisfies the 
content and face validity, the item should be retained. The items included in this study were 
derived from its qualitative phase and were validated by experts and academics, thus 
satisfying the content and face validity criteria. Table 7.10 indicates that the outer loadings 
criteria were met for all items in the Australian sample except for EI3. EI3 did not satisfy the 
criteria required across the three samples and was excluded from the analysis.  
In assessing the multicollinearity of the items in the construct, previous research has specified 
different values, from 10 (Diamantopoulos, Riefler & Roth 2008), 5 (Hair, Hult, et al. 2014; 
Hair, Ringle & Sarstedt 2011) and a more conservative value of 3 (Petter, Straub & Rai 
2007). Based on Table 7.10, it is observed that all the items have a Variance Inflation Factor 
(VIF) that is lower than 3, with the highest being 2.666 (PP2 Australian sample). Therefore, 
items multicollinearity was found to not be a challenge. 
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Table 7.10: Formative constructs measures 
  Overall data Australia Nigeria 
Construct Dimension Outer 
weight 
Outer 
loading 
t-
statistic
s 
VIF Outer 
weight 
Outer 
loading 
t-
statistic
s 
VIF Outer 
weight 
Outer 
loading 
t-
statistic
s 
VIF 
Poor ICT 
infrastructure 
Internet subscription cost 0.803 0.750 8.397 1.222 0.407 0.563 2.375 1.319 0.360 0.202 1.539 1.139 
Internet outreach 0.628 0.453 6.294 1.043 0.782 0.814 6.949 1.015 0.997 0.885 7.367 1.062 
Internet quality -0.065 0.193 0.513 1.158 -0.085 0.190 0.454 1.322 0.116 0.101 0.488 1.113 
Electricity supply 0.277 0.455 2.124 1.158 0.340 0.443 1.862 1.244 0.182 0.187 0.746 1.060 
Platform abuse Stealing of ideas 0.156 0.495 1.082 1.465 0.196 0.712 1.061 1.781 0.224 0.209 0.537 1.339 
Scams 0.445 0.745 2.986 1.839 0.643 0.941 3.390 2.404 0.137 0.239 0.329 1.581 
Perceived reputational 
damage 
-0.251 0.393 1.572 1.685 -0.085 0.638 0.414 1.974 -0.638 -0.112 1.113 1.582 
Inappropriate use of 
platforms 
0.753 0.917 6.959 1.360 0.372 0.832 1.918 1.745 0.991 0.857 1.856 1.194 
Platform 
perception 
Perceived ease of use 0.371 0.742 3.682 1.431 0.229 0.800 1.621 2.340 0.748 0.829 4.073 1.140 
Perceived usefulness 0.213 0.763 1.842 1.872 0.338 0.855 2.356 2.666 -0.129 0.248 0.465 1.334 
Perceived information 
quality 
0.406 0.817 4.303 1.725 0.305 0.838 2.326 1.998 0.052 0.346 0.201 1.346 
Perceived trust 0.332 0.695 4.355 1.272 0.348 0.786 3.268 1.599 0.563 0.699 2.883 1.133 
Perceived Time -0.206 0.126 0.703 1.279 0.293 0.711 0.523 1.646 0.202 0.510 1.861 1.131 
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resource 
availability 
Skill 0.821 0.807 2.060 1.583 0.800 0.937 1.108 2.470 0.525 0.818 5.867 1.263 
Capital -0.541 -0.106 1.475 1.273 0.298 0.774 0.485 1.879 0.220 0.508 1.850 1.120 
Effort 0.476 0.642 1.488 1.635 -0.309 0.607 0.472 2.336 0.450 0.790 5.046 1.310 
Technology 
peculiarity 
Algorithm 0.830 0.878 7.964 1.171 0.712 0.883 5.750 1.315 0.176 0.021 0.464 1.144 
Platform variation -0.091 0.334 0.557 1.254 0.168 0.677 1.003 1.491 -0.399 -0.305 0.856 1.209 
Privacy -0.114 0.376 0.604 1.668 0.235 0.603 0.990 2.573 -0.864 -0.384 1.167 1.452 
Security 0.556 0.619 3.328 1.624 0.199 0.580 0.844 2.461 1.052 0.515 1.259 1.418 
Data analytics Planning/ strategizing 0.322 0.846 5.142 1.171 0.446 0.866 5.311 1.709 0.038 0.672 0.314 1.760 
Client characteristics 0.247 0.818 3.724 1.992 0.272 0.801 3.178 1.815 0.400 0.840 2.747 1.820 
Client perception 0.337 0.887 4.943 2.452 0.246 0.804 2.648 1.960 0.698 0.947 5.688 2.316 
Trends 0.272 0.832 4.324 2.066 0.247 0.800 2.590 1.941 -0.041 0.562 0.352 1.568 
Experimenting Experimenting 0.466 0.868 6.943 1.658 0.344 0.794 3.859 1.551 0.467 0.841 4.159 1.488 
Testing 0.300 0.823 4.015 2.125 0.279 0.817 2.898 2.128 0.339 0.788 2.719 1.808 
Validating 0.159 0.748 2.017 1.970 0.175 0.780 1.529 2.115 0.109 0.649 0.814 1.644 
Targeting 0.299 0.768 4.868 1.556 0.420 0.861 5.060 1.786 0.361 0.744 2.714 1.338 
Networking Social interactivity 0.308 0.813 3.925 1.811 0.256 0.795 2.541 1.799 0.389 0.734 2.578 1.543 
Scalability 0.246 0.801 2.736 1.890 0.353 0.834 3.029 1.781 -0.034 0.565 0.226 1.640 
Association 0.138 0.723 1.855 1.746 0.239 0.797 2.497 1.941 0.143 0.655 1.037 1.580 
Interoperability 0.497 0.911 5.637 2.152 0.356 0.875 3.510 2.221 0.687 0.931 4.258 1.722 
Observing People 0.310 0.783 4.862 1.606 0.277 0.791 2.811 1.778 0.276 0.657 2.670 1.259 
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Customer actions 0.275 0.760 4.760 1.591 0.343 0.828 4.034 1.892 0.360 0.722 2.828 1.277 
Competitor account 0.205 0.765 3.200 1.784 0.202 0.764 2.590 1.790 0.303 0.749 1.870 1.503 
Everyday observation 0.450 0.870 7.839 1.844 0.408 0.839 5.088 1.743 0.409 0.811 3.666 1.541 
Searching Searchability 0.313 0.840 4.597 1.975 0.356 0.803 4.149 1.602 0.214 0.784 1.272 1.879 
Retrievability 0.381 0.894 5.417 2.313 0.392 0.875 4.137 2.069 0.438 0.860 2.763 1.894 
Persistence 0.282 0.831 3.723 2.061 0.329 0.812 3.207 1.842 0.240 0.766 1.500 1.674 
Reviewability 0.202 0.804 2.611 2.057 0.136 0.771 1.108 2.025 0.350 0.777 2.843 1.532 
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7.5 Assessment of the Structural Model 
Following the assessment of the constructs and items to confirm their validity and reliability 
in the preceding section, dropped items were excluded, and the structural model was 
evaluated. Based on metrics identified by previous PLS-SEM studies (e.g. Hair, 
Hollingsworth, et al. 2017; Hair, Hult, et al. 2014; Hair, Ringle & Sarstedt 2011), the path 
significance    , the coefficient of determination (R2), the effect size (f2), the predictive 
relevance (Q
2
) and predictive effect size (q
2
), multi-group analysis and the model fit were 
reported. 
7.5.1 Path Evaluation 
In assessing the path significance    , a bootstrap analysis was executed using 5000 samples, 
which is the minimum suggested by Hair, Ringle and Sarstedt (2011). The revised research 
model and proposed hypotheses is depicted in Figure 7.1. In evaluating the moderating role 
of RM on the relationship between OR and OE (H8), a two-stage approach was used. This 
was due to the presence of formative constructs in the model. Moreover, the aim of the 
analysis was to determine if the moderator (RM) significantly influences the relationship 
between OR and OE, which makes it more appropriate than the orthogonalizing approach, 
which is better in reducing estimation bias (Hair, Hult, et al. 2017). 
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Figure 7.1: Hypothesised research model 
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For the overall sample data as depicted in Table 7.11, it was seen that ten out of the sixteen 
hypotheses were accepted. Regarding the factors that drive SM use among entrepreneurs, 
only one factor was accepted in each category of the technological (H1a), environmental 
(H2a), individual (H3a) and social media (H4a). Absorptive capacity (H3a) influenced SM 
use the most, while platform abuse (H4a) had the least influence. This study found a 
significant influence of SM on OR (H5) and thus, the hypothesis was accepted. In 
determining the SM capabilities that influence OR, all the hypotheses except networking 
capability (H6a) were accepted. Data analytics capability (H6e) had the most significant 
influence with searching (H6b) and experimenting capability (H6d), having little but 
significant influence on OR. The influence of OR and OE (H7) was established. Support was 
not found for the moderating role of RM between OR and OE (H8) and was thus rejected. 
Table 7.11: Evaluation of the hypothesised relationships based on the path coefficient for the 
overall sample 
 Relationship Path 
Coefficient 
    
t-value p–value 
(Sig) 
90% 
confidence 
interval 
Result 
H1a PP  SU 0.178 3.663 0.000*** [0.079, 0.270] Supported 
H1b TP  SU 0.020 0.531 0.596 [-0.065,0.083] Not supported 
H2a EP  SU 0.122 2.530 0.011** [0.028, 0.218] Supported 
H2b PI  SU 0.055 1.519 0.129 [-0.122 ,0.119] Not supported 
H3a AC  SU 0.335 8.036 0.000*** [0.260, 0.421] Supported 
H3b PRA  SU -0.061 1.347 0.178 [-0.130,0.060] Not supported 
H4a PA  SU 0.098 2.143 0.032** [0.006, 0.186] Supported 
H4b IO  SU 0.012 0.329 0.742 [-0.059,0.080] Not supported 
H5 SU  OR 0.248 6.744 0.000*** [0.180, 0.324] Supported 
H6a NC  OR 0.067 1.325 0.185 [-0.028,0.167] Not supported 
H6b SC  OR 0.099 2.086 0.037** [0.008, 0.195] Supported 
H6c OC  OR 0.182 3.799 0.000*** [0.008, 0.274] Supported 
H6d EC  OR 0.091 2.159 0.031** [0.008, 0.174] Supported 
H6e DA  OR 0.299 6.058 0.000*** [0.205, 0.399] Supported 
H7 OR  OE 0.378 7.370 0.000*** [0.275,0.475] Supported 
H8 OR (RM) OE -0.002 0.075 0.940 [-0.065,0.065] Not supported 
Significant at *** p<0.01, Significant at ** p<0.05, Significant at * p<0.1 
In evaluating for the individual countries, the Australian sample supported eight of the 
sixteen hypotheses, as shown in Table 7.12. As with the result of the overall data analysis, 
one factor was accepted in each of the technological (H1a), environmental (H2a), individual 
(H3a) and social media (H4a) categories. SM use was found to have a considerable influence 
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on OR (H5). For the SM capabilities driving OR among entrepreneurs, support was found for 
observing (H6c) and data analytic capability (H6e), while the other three hypotheses were 
rejected. Moderating effect of RM was not supported (H8); however, the influence of OR on 
OE was established (H7). 
Table 7.12: Evaluation of the hypothesised relationships based on the path coefficient for the 
Australian sample 
 Relationship Path 
Coefficient 
    
t-value p–value 
(Sig) 
90% 
confidence 
interval 
Result 
H1a PP  SU 0.280 3.930 0.000*** [0.168,0.400] Supported 
H1b TP  SU 0.007 0.102 0.919 [-0.121,0.091] Not supported 
H2a EP  SU 0.189 2.171 0.030** [0.048, 0.334] Supported 
H2b PI  SU -0.042 0.701 0.483 [-0.153 ,0.046] Not supported 
H3a AC  SU 0.281 4.242 0.000*** [0.177,0.393] Supported 
H3b PRA  SU -0.053 0.610 0.542 [-0.246,0.036] Not supported 
H4a PA  SU 0.155 2.025 0.043** [0.027, 0.280] Supported 
H4b IO  SU 0.024 0.372 0.710 [-0.050,0.180] Not supported 
H5 SU  OR 0.292 5.030 0.000*** [0.202 0.392] Supported 
H6a NC  OR -0.037 0.472 0.637 [-0.168 ,0.090] Not supported 
H6b SC  OR 0.070 1.031 0.303 [-0.044,0.174] Not supported 
H6c OC  OR 0.240 3.507 0.000*** [0.140, 0.367] Supported 
H6d EC  OR 0.093 1.420 0.156 [-0.020 ,0.194] Not supported 
H6e DA  OR 0.320 4.592 0.000*** [0.211, 0.439]  Supported 
H7 OR  OE 0.375 4.017 0.000*** [0.221,0.532] Supported 
H8 OR (RM) OE 0.049 0.910 0.363 [-0.028 ,0.148] Not supported 
Significant at *** p<0.01, Significant at ** p<0.05, Significant at * p<0.1 
In the Nigerian sample (Table 7.13), ten of the sixteen hypotheses were accepted. The 
technological and social media factors (H1a, H1b, H4a and H4b) were found to have no 
influence on social media use and were rejected. In contrast, the environmental and 
individual factors were accepted (H2a, H2b, H3a and H3b). Regarding SM capabilities in 
influencing OR, four of the hypotheses were accepted (H6a, H6c, H6d and H6e) with 
searching capability not found to play a significant role. Based on the analysis, the 
moderating role of RM was not supported. 
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Table 7.13: Evaluation of the hypothesised relationships based on the path coefficient for the 
Nigerian sample 
 Relationship Path 
Coefficient 
(β) 
t-value p–value 
(Sig) 
90% 
confidence 
interval 
Result 
H1a PP  SU 0.018 0.308 0.758 [-0.083, 0.103] Not supported 
H1b TP  SU -0.076 0.721 0.471 [-0.180 , 0.122] Not supported 
H2a EP  SU 0.115 2.390 0.017** [0.032, 0.190] Supported 
H2b PI  SU 0.126 2.485 0.013** [0.031, 0.198] Supported 
H3a AC  SU 0.321 6.073 0.000*** [0.241, 0.412] Supported 
H3b PRA  SU -0.207 4.387 0.000*** [-0.277 ,-0.119] Supported 
H4a PA  SU 0.051 0.554 0.580 [-0.146,0.148] Not supported 
H4b IO  SU -0.060 1.259 0.208 [-0.132 ,0.024] Not supported 
H5 SU  OR 0.201 4.013 0.000*** [0.125,0.289] Supported 
H6a NC  OR 0.175 2.483 0.013** [0.063, 0.292] Supported 
H6b SC  OR 0.032 0.508 0.611 [-0.076, 0.131] Not supported 
H6c OC  OR 0.112 1.656 0.098* [-0.014 ,0.208] Supported 
H6d EC  OR 0.160 2.807 0.005*** [0.066, 0.253] Supported 
H6e DA  OR 0.270 3.781 0.000*** [0.153, 0.388] Supported 
H7 OR  OE 0.247 3.978 0.000*** [0.142,  0.345] Supported 
H8 OR (RM) OE -0.037 0.534 0.593 [-0.150, 0.075] Not supported 
 Significant at *** p<0.01, Significant at ** p<0.05, Significant at * p<0.1 
7.5.2 The Coefficient of Determination (R
2
) 
R
2
 explains the combined power of the independent (exogenous) variables on the dependent 
(endogenous) variable (Hair, Hult, et al. 2014). Using the guidelines developed by Chin 
(1998), the values 0.67, 0.33 and 0.19 represent strong, moderate and weak effects 
respectively. As presented in Table 7.14, in the overall sample, the data accounted for 37.4% 
in variance for the use of SM based on its antecedent factors, while explaining 68.9% of 
opportunity recognized based on SM capabilities. For the Australian sample, there was a 
substantial effect in explaining the role of the antecedent factors on SM use (45.1%), and also 
the role of OR and RM on OE (46.8%). A strong effect was found between SM use and SM 
capabilities (searching, networking, experimenting, observing and data analytics) on OR, 
where 70.6% of the variance was explained. For the Nigerian sample, the antecedent factors 
explain 28.5% of the variance in SM use, which is weak. In addition, 20.3% of the variance 
in OE is explained by RM and OR. SM use and SM capabilities explain 49.4% of the 
variance in OR by Nigerian entrepreneurs on SM.  
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Table 7.14: R
2
 values for the endogenous constructs 
 Overall sample Australia Nigeria 
 R
2
 Effect R
2
 Effect R
2
 Effect 
SM factors  
SM use 
0.374 
(37.4%) 
Moderate 0.451 
(45.1%) 
Moderate 0.285 
(28.5%) 
Weak 
SM use and 
SM capabilities 
 OR 
0.689 
(68.9%) 
Strong 0.706 
(70.6%) 
Strong 0.494 
(49.4%) 
Moderate 
OR and RM  
OE 
0.395 
(39.5%) 
Moderate 0.468 
(46.8%) 
Moderate 0.203 
(20.3%) 
Weak 
7.5.3 Effect Size (  ) 
In assessing the effect size of individual constructs on their endogenous variable, the Cohen’s 
   was assessed (Cohen 1992). It was calculated using the formula below:  
   
         
            
 
           
  
According to Cohen (1992), the values 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 denote a weak, medium, and 
strong effect size respectively of the individual construct. As seen in Table 7.15, absorptive 
capacity and platform perception had weak individual effects on social media use in the 
overall sample. Data analytics and observing capability also had weak individual effects on 
OR, while OR had a moderate individual effect on OE. For the Australian sample, the factors 
that contributed to SM use were absorptive capacity, external pressure, platform abuse and 
platform perception, which all had weak individual effects. SM use, data analytic and 
observing capability also had a weak individual effect on OR. In the Nigerian sample, 
absorptive capacity, external infrastructure and perceived resource availability had a weak 
individual effect on SM use. On factors that influence OR, social media use, networking 
capability, experimenting and data analytic all had weak individual effects. OR had a medium 
individual effect on OE in the overall and Australian samples, whereas it was weak in the 
Nigerian sample. 
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Table 7.15: Effect size for each construct in both the Australian and Nigerian samples 
 Overall sample Australia Nigeria 
Hypotheses    value 
   
interpretation 
   value 
   
interpretation 
   
value 
   
interpretation 
PP  SU 0.033 Weak 0.083 Weak 0.000 None 
TP  SU 0.000 None 0.000 None 0.008 None 
EP  SU 0.016 None 0.026 Weak 0.016 None 
PI  SU 0.004 None 0.002 None 0.020 Weak 
AC  SU 0.119 Weak 0.077 Weak 0.111 Weak 
PRA  SU 0.005 None 0.003 None 0.054 Weak 
PA  SU 0.011 None 0.024 Weak 0.003 None 
IO  SU 0.000 None 0.001 None 0.005 None 
SU  OR 0.119 Weak 0.143 Weak 0.066 Weak 
NC  OR 0.006 None 0.002 None 0.039 Weak 
SC  OR 0.012 None 0.007 None 0.001 None 
OC  OR 0.036 Weak 0.067 Weak 0.012 None 
EC  OR 0.009 None 0.009 None 0.027 Weak 
DA  OR 0.097 Weak 0.133 Weak 0.070 Weak 
OR  OE 0.164 Medium 0.167 Medium 0.067 Weak 
OR (RM) OE 0.000 None 0.006 None  None 
 
7.5.4 Predictive Relevance (  ) 
Predictive relevance aims to evaluate the predictive validity of a complex model in PLS-SEM 
(Akter, D'Ambra & Ray 2011). To evaluate the predictive relevance of an endogenous 
construct, a blindfolding procedure (Hair, Hult, et al. 2014) was done. An omission distance 
(d) with values 8 and 7 for the Australian and Nigerian samples respectively was used. This 
was because the value of d divided by the number of valid observations in the data sample 
must not be an integer (Hair, Hult, et al. 2017). In evaluating the effect size of individual 
constructs on the predictive relevance of an endogenous variable, the formula below was 
used: 
   
         
           
 
           
  
A    value greater than 0 shows that the model has predictive relevance for the endogenous 
variable (dependent variable) (Hair, Hult, et al. 2014; Hair, Hult, et al. 2017). As shown in 
Table 6.16-6.18, all the samples reflected predictive relevance for their endogenous construct 
with SU (0.182, 0.252, 0.123), OR (0.393, 0.410, 0.227) and OE (0.211, 0.262, 0.116) for the 
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overall, Australian and Nigerian samples respectively. Thus, predictive relevance is 
established for those endogenous variables.  
In establishing the individual effect size of the exogenous variable on the predictive relevance 
of the endogenous variables, the values 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 denote a weak, medium, and 
strong effect size respectively (Cohen 1992). Absorptive capacity had a weak predictive 
effect on SU in the three samples. Specifically, in the overall sample as depicted in Table 
7.16, only platform abuse, social media use and OR had weak predictive individual effects on 
their endogenous construct. For the Australian sample, as seen in Table 7.17, platform 
perception, social media use, observing capability and OR had weak individual effects on 
their endogenous construct, while for the Nigerian sample, as shown in Table 7.18, social 
media use had a weak effect on OR and OR had weak individual effects on OE. 
Table 7.16: Q
2 
and q
2 
values for the overall sample 
Overall 
sample 
   included    excluded       interpretation 
PP  SU 0.182 0.171 0.011 None 
TP  SU 0.182 0.183 -0.001 None 
EP  SU 0.182 0.178 0.004 None 
PI  SU 0.182 0.182 0 None 
AC  SU 0.182 0.143 0.039 Weak 
PRA  SU 0.182 0.182 0 None 
PA  SU 0.182 0.143 0.039 Weak 
IO  SU 0.182 0.182 0 None 
SU  OR 0.393 0.372 0.021 Weak 
NC  OR 0.393 0.392 0.001 None 
SC  OR 0.393 0.391 0.002 None 
OC  OR 0.393 0.386 0.007 None 
EC  OR 0.393 0.392 0.001 None 
DA  OR 0.393 0.375 0.018 None 
OR  OE 0.211 0.153 0.058 Weak 
 
Table 7.17: Q
2 
and q
2 
values for the Australian sample 
Australia    included    excluded       interpretation 
PP  SU 0.252 0.224 0.037 Weak 
TP  SU 0.252 0.252 0.000 None 
EP  SU 0.252 0.244 0.011 None 
PI  SU 0.252 0.252 0.000 None 
AC  SU 0.252 0.226 0.035 Weak 
PRA  SU 0.252 0.249 0.004 None 
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PA  SU 0.252 0.245 0.009 None 
IO  SU 0.252 0.252 0.000 None 
SU  OR 0.410 0.385 0.042 Weak 
NC  OR 0.410 0.41 0.000 None 
SC  OR 0.410 0.41 0.000 None 
OC  OR 0.410 0.398 0.020 Weak 
EC  OR 0.410 0.409 0.002 None 
DA  OR 0.410 0.389 0.036 Weak 
OR  OE 0.262 0.214 0.065 Weak 
RM  OE 0.262 0.206 0.076 Weak 
 
Table 7.18: Q
2 
and q
2 
values for the Nigerian sample 
Nigeria    included    excluded       interpretation 
PP  SU 0.123 0.123 0.000 None 
TP  SU 0.123 0.123 0.000 None 
EP  SU 0.123 0.118 0.006 None 
PI  SU 0.123 0.118 0.006 None 
AC  SU 0.123 0.084 0.044 Weak 
PRA  SU 0.123 0.107 0.018 None 
PA  SU 0.123 0.124 -0.001 None 
IO  SU 0.123 0.122 0.001 None 
SU  OR 0.227 0.211 0.021 Weak 
NC  OR 0.227 0.218 0.012 None 
SC  OR 0.227 0.227 0.000 None 
OC  OR 0.227 0.224 0.004 None 
EC  OR 0.227 0.223 0.005 None 
DA  OR 0.227 0.213 0.018 None 
OR  OE 0.116 0.084 0.036 Weak 
RM  OE 0.116 0.071 0.051 Weak 
 
7.5.5 Mediation 
The study evaluated the mediating effect on the role of resource mobilization between 
opportunity recognition and opportunity exploitation; and also, the effect of absorptive 
capacity on the relationship between platform perception and social media use. The 
mediation analysis followed the guidelines of Preacher and Hayes (2008), Zhao, Lynch Jr and 
Chen (2010) and Hair, Hult, et al. (2014). In establishing mediation, as shown in Figure 7.2, 
the indirect effect ‘a x b’ significance is a prerequisite (Zhao, Lynch Jr & Chen 2010). Hair, 
Hult, et al. (2014) suggested that there must be a significant direct effect ‘c’ between the 
independent and dependent variable for ease of understanding. However, it was not a 
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requirement and was thus ignored, as classical full mediation only occurs when there exists a 
significant indirect effect ‘a x b’ without a significant effect ‘c’ from the independent on the 
dependent variable (Baron & Kenny 1986).  
  
Figure 7.2: A three-variable non-recursive causal model 
In testing for mediation, steps suggested by Zhao, Lynch Jr and Chen (2010) as seen in 
Figure 7.3 were followed, where the type of mediation was categorised.  
After establishing the mediation, the size of the effect of the mediation was calculated using 
the Variance Accounted For (VAF) based on Hair, Hult, et al. (2014), using the formula: 
    
     
         
 
A VAF greater than 80% denotes a full mediation; between 20%-80% shows a partial 
mediation, while less than 20% indicates the absence of mediation. 
Table 7.19 shows that there is a significant relationship between OR and RM (a) in both the 
Australian and Nigerian samples ( =0.595, p<0.01;  =0.327, p<0.01), and also between RM 
and OE ( =0.393, p<0.01;  =0.300, p<0.01). The indirect effect (a x b) was also statistically 
significant ( =0.235, p<0.01;  =0.1, p<0.01). In addition, the direct relationship between OR 
and OE in both countries was significant ( =0.375, p<0.01;  =0.247, p<0.01).  
In determining the type of the mediation, it is seen that both the direct effects ( =0.375; 
 =0.247) and indirect effects ( =0.235;  =0.1) had positive coefficients, hence a x b x c for 
both countries was positive (0.088, 0.025) and a complementary mediation is established. In 
estimating the size of the mediation effect, the VAF, for both countries, was between 20-80% 
(38.5%, 33.2%). In explaining this, it can be said that RM partially mediates the relationship 
between OR and OE. This means that 38.5% and 33.2% of the total effect of OR on OE is 
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explained through an indirect effect of RM in the Australian and Nigerian samples, 
respectively. 
 
Figure 7.3: Establishing and classifying mediator type (Zhao, Lynch Jr & Chen 2010) 
In understanding the mediating role of AC on the relationship between PP and SU, Table 
7.20 shows that there exists a significant relationship between PP and AC (a) ( =0.541 
 =0.373); and also between AC and SU ( =0.281,  =0.321) in Australia and Nigeria 
respectively. The indirect effects (a x b) were also significant ( =0.152,  =0.120). In 
categorizing the type of mediation for the Australian sample, the direct relationship between 
PP and SU (c) was significant ( =0.280, t=3.930, p=0.000). Thus, both the direct and indirect 
effects were positive, which showed a complementary mediation. However, for the Nigerian 
sample, the direct relationship between PP and SU (c) was not statistically significant 
( =0.018, t=0.308, p=0.758). Based on Figure 7.2, the indirect effect (a x b) was significant, 
and the direct effect (c) was not, thus an indirect-only mediation was found.  
In estimating the mediation effect, the VAF for the countries were calculated. In the 
Australian sample, a partial mediation was found (VAF=35.2%); i.e. AC partially mediates 
the relationship between PP and SU, whereby it explains that 35.2% of the total effect of PP 
on SU is through the indirect effect of AC. In the Nigerian sample, a full mediation is 
reported (VAF=86.9%), which shows that the perception of SM platforms by the users is 
mainly explained by their absorptive capacity in driving their SM use. 
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Table 7.19: Mediation table for RM on OR and OE 
 Australia  Nigeria 
 Path coefficient 
    
t-value p-value (Sig) Path coefficient 
    
t-value p-value 
(Sig) 
       
Indirect effect (OR-> RM->OE) 0.235 4.357 0.000 0.1 3.751 0.000 
Direct effect (OR-> RM) 0.595 13.029 0.000 0.327 7.619 0.000 
Direct effect (OR-> OE) 0.375 4.017 0.000 0.201 4.013 0.000 
 
(a x b x c) 0.088 Complementary mediation 0.025 Complementary mediation 
VAF 0.385 (38.5%) Partial mediation 0.332(33.2%) Partial mediation 
 
Table 7.20: Mediation table for AC on PP and SU 
 Australia Nigeria 
 Path coefficient 
    
t-value p-value (Sig) Path coefficient 
    
t-value p-value 
(Sig) 
Indirect effect (PP -> AC -> SU) 0.152 3.776 0.000 0.120 4.684 0.000 
Direct effect (PP -> SU) 0.280 3.930 0.000 0.018 0.308 0.758 
Direct effect (PP-> AC) 0.541 10.022 0.000 0.373 7.619 0.000 
 
(a x b x c) 0.04256 Complementary mediation 0.00216 Indirect only mediation 
VAF 0.352 (35.2%) Partial mediation 0.869 (86.9%) Full mediation 
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7.5.6 PLS Multi-Group Analysis (PLS-MGA) 
Multi-group analysis (MGA) is used in understanding if there exist significant differences in 
the structural model parameters (e.g., path coefficient) within predefined subgroups in a data 
sample based on a categorical variable (Hair, Hult, et al. 2014). It is achieved by comparing 
the bootstrap estimate of one group against the other group based on the same parameter 
(Hair, Hult, et al. 2017). MGA is important as recent studies have started to highlight that 
interpreting results from the data sample might be misleading (Sarstedt, Ringle & Gudergan 
2016), where the data contains categorical variables that can be used to segregate it (Hair, 
Hult, et al. 2014).  
In analysing the data using MGA, the categorical variables considered were gender and 
business age from the qualitative phase of the research. In determining the minimum sample 
size to be estimated per group, as seen in Table 7.21, a sample size of 69 was required. This 
is because the maximum number of arrows pointing to a construct was eight (SU), and a 10% 
confidence interval is used in this study with a minimum R
2
 of 0.25.  
Table 7.21: Sample Size Recommendation in PLS-SEM for a Statistical Power of 80% 
(Cohen 1992), as cited in Hair, Hult, et al. (2014) 
Maximum 
number of 
arrows 
pointing at 
a construct 
Significance Level 
1% 
Minimum R
2
 
5% 
Minimum R
2
 
10% 
Minimum R
2
 
 0.10 0.25 .50 0.75 0.10 0.25 .50 0.75 0.10 0.25 .50 0.75 
2 158 75 47 38 110 52 33 26 88 41 26 21 
3 176 84 53 42 124 59 38 30 100 48 30 25 
4 191 91 58 46 137 65 42 33 111 53 34 27 
5 205 98 62 50 147 70 45 36 120 58 37 30 
6 217 103 66 53 157 75 48 39 128 62 40 32 
7 228 109 69 56 166 80  51 41 136 66 42 35 
8 238 114 73 59 174 84 54 44 143 69 45 37 
9 247 119 76 62 181 88 57 46 150 73 47 39 
10 256 123 79 64 189 91 59 48 156 76 49 41 
 
In conducting the MGA, a Smith-Satterthwaite test was conducted. This is because it is 
assumed that the data is not normally distributed with different variances (Chin 2000), and 
thus a parametric equation does not apply (Hair, Hult, et al. 2014). Based on the Smith-
Satterthwaite test, a t-test was calculated using the formula: 
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√         
           
 
  
Where: Path sample is the path coefficient of the sample subgroup 
  S.E sample is the standard error of the sample subgroup 
In evaluating the MGA based on the gender of the respondents, the data was divided into two 
groups, males and females. In the overall sample, as depicted in Table 7.22, technology 
peculiarity (t=-1.658) and external infrastructure (t=-1.936) were found to significantly 
influence social media use among females than male respondents. Considering factors that 
drive OR on SM, it was seen that females were more influenced by the searching capability 
(t=-2.608), while the males significantly experiment (t=1.744) more on SM in recognizing 
opportunities.  
Table 7.22: Gender MGA hypotheses for the overall sample 
 Gender (male) 
n =206 
Gender (female) 
n =360 
 
   
Value 
S.E. t-
Statistics 
  
Value 
S.E. t-
Statistics 
t-test 
PP  SU 0.239 0.076 3.135 0.144 0.065 2.219 0.950 
TP  SU -0.086 0.064 1.327 0.049 0.049 0.994 -1.658* 
EP  SU 0.143 0.077 1.866 0.128 0.063 2.023 0.152 
PI  SU -0.046 0.055 0.838 0.095 0.048 1.994 -1.936* 
AC  SU 0.415 0.074 5.616 0.288 0.052 5.562 1.407 
PRA  SU 0.004 0.068 0.066 -0.117 0.057 2.069 1.379 
PA  SU 0.121 0.069 1.736 0.055 0.055 1.007 0.735 
IO  SU 0.097 0.058 1.659 0.002 0.065 0.025 1.088 
SU  OR 0.323 0.074 4.339 0.218 0.039 5.603 1.250 
NC  OR 0.139 0.086 1.625 0.024 0.054 0.448 1.133 
SC  OR -0.064 0.067 0.959 0.176 0.063 2.784 -2.608*** 
OC  OR 0.208 0.067 3.108 0.139 0.060 2.319 0.771 
EC  OR 0.190 0.066 2.865 0.041 0.054 0.764 1.744* 
DA  OR 0.207 0.064 3.221 0.363 0.074 4.929 -1.593 
OR  OE 0.472 0.090 5.251 0.325 0.060 5.415 1.365 
OR (RM) OE -0.003 0.043 0.066 -0.007 0.044 0.161 0.068 
Significant at *** p<0.01, Significant at ** p<0.05, Significant at * p<0.1 
A similar result was found with the Australian sample in Table 7.23, where technology 
peculiarity (t=0.102) significantly influenced females’ SM use, while males were more 
influenced by information overload (t=2.610). However, both technology peculiarity and 
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information overload were not found to be significant in the model for Australian 
entrepreneurs. SM use (t=1.768) influenced male entrepreneur ability to recognize 
opportunities. Searching capability in the Australian model had no significant effect on OR, 
but using the MGA, it was seen that it significantly influenced females’ ability to recognize 
opportunities (t=-1.998) over males. Finally, while for both genders, the relationship between 
OR and OE is significant, it is seen that there exists a significant difference (t=2.345) 
between the genders, with the influencer stronger in the male subgroup (t=5.380).  
Table 7.23: Gender MGA hypotheses for the Australian sample 
 Gender (male) 
n =121 
Gender (female) 
n=130 
 
   
Value 
SE t-
Statistics 
  Value SE t-
Statistics 
t-test 
(Australia) 
PP  SU 0.358 0.091 3.953 0.275 0.113 2.440 0.573 
TP  SU -0.093 0.090 1.032 0.150 0.101 1.482 -1.794* 
EP  SU 0.123 0.112 1.097 0.234 0.121 1.941 -0.678 
PI  SU -0.051 0.086 0.589 -0.088 0.095 0.923 0.290 
AC  SU 0.332 0.096 3.469 0.197 0.093 2.118 1.006 
PRA  SU -0.098 0.105 0.934 -0.072 0.112 0.648 -0.166 
PA  SU 0.139 0.091 1.529 0.173 0.102 1.696 -0.252 
IO  SU 0.161 0.088 1.844 -0.163 0.088 1.848 2.610*** 
SU  OR 0.417 0.095 4.372 0.210 0.068 3.104 1.768* 
NC  OR 0.074 0.109 0.677 -0.121 0.087 1.402 1.403 
SC  OR -0.082 0.099 0.824 0.184 0.089 2.074 -1.998** 
OC  OR 0.175 0.089 1.960 0.267 0.087 3.083 -0.743 
EC  OR 0.142 0.093 1.519 0.054 0.091 0.598 0.673 
DA  OR 0.267 0.095 2.819 0.364 0.107 3.394 -0.677 
OR  OE 0.596 0.111 5.380 0.199 0.128 1.551 2.345** 
OR (RM) 
OE 
0.027 0.052 0.518 0.074 0.076 0.966 -0.506 
Significant at *** p<0.01, Significant at ** p<0.05, Significant at * p<0.1 
In the Nigerian sample, as shown in Table 7.24, gender influences the use of SM for OR, 
with females being more significantly influenced (t=-2.215) than males. 
Table 7.24: Gender MGA hypotheses for the Nigerian sample 
 Gender (male) 
n =85 
Gender (female) 
n=230 
 
   
Value 
SE t-
Statistics 
  Value SE t-
Statistics 
t-test 
(Nigeria) 
PP  SU 0.160 0.200 0.801 0.018 0.067 0.263 0.675 
TP  SU -0.064 0.150 0.423 -0.076 0.116 0.655 0.065 
EP  SU 0.065 0.102 0.643 0.138 0.058 2.373 -0.618 
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PI  SU 0.045 0.125 0.358 0.151 0.057 2.648 -0.776 
AC  SU 0.433 0.106 4.070 0.295 0.062 4.784 1.120 
PRA SU -0.101 0.135 0.750 -0.227 0.053 4.263 0.864 
PA  SU 0.064 0.159 0.401 0.048 0.104 0.465 0.082 
IO  SU 0.057 0.126 0.454 -0.078 0.056 1.407 0.983 
SU  OR 0.070 0.078 0.898 0.287 0.060 4.817 -2.215** 
NC  OR 0.215 0.099 2.171 0.199 0.080 2.492 0.128 
SC  OR -0.064 0.083 0.769 0.072 0.083 0.870 -1.159 
OC  OR 0.221 0.113 1.963 0.019 0.080 0.237 1.462 
EC  OR 0.269 0.110 2.433 0.127 0.066 1.911 1.099 
DA  OR 0.280 0.112 2.512 0.234 0.077 3.046 0.343 
OR  OE 0.192 0.158 1.214 0.236 0.073 3.234 -0.253 
OR (RM) 
OE 
-0.119 0.149 0.798 -0.007 0.079 0.092 -0.662 
Significant at *** p<0.01, Significant at ** p<0.05, Significant at * p<0.1 
To conduct MGA based on the age of the business, the data samples were divided into two: 
businesses that are less than twelve months (one year) old and those that are over a year old. 
This is because the 12-month threshold is often referred to as the nascent stage of businesses 
(Arenius, Engel & Klyver 2017; Wagner 2006), which is vital to business survival (Arenius, 
Engel & Klyver 2017). In the overall and Nigerian samples, as shown in Table 7.25 and 7.27, 
there are no significant differences between the groups. 
Table 7.25: Business age MGA hypotheses for the overall sample 
 Business age<1 year 
n =205 
Business age>1 year 
n=363 
 
   
Value 
S.E. t-
Statistics 
  Value S.E. t-
Statistics 
t-test 
PP  SU 0.164 0.093 1.753 0.181 0.056 3.230 -0.158 
TP  SU -0.015 0.064 0.236 0.057 0.048 1.189 -0.901 
EP  SU 0.094 0.083 1.131 0.133 0.061 2.167 -0.380 
PI  SU 0.095 0.070 1.369 0.066 0.046 1.433 0.356 
AC  SU 0.290 0.077 3.782 0.327 0.053 6.209 -0.403 
PRA  SU 0.089 0.132 0.671 -0.098 0.050 1.956 1.319 
PA  SU 0.079 0.079 1.005 0.124 0.054 2.306 -0.466 
IO  SU 0.052 0.066 0.787 0.000 0.043 0.003 0.656 
SU  OR 0.291 0.060 4.868 0.222 0.045 4.987 0.928 
NC  OR -0.021 0.076 0.277 0.123 0.069 1.798 -1.407 
SC  OR 0.173 0.075 2.293 0.063 0.059 1.075 1.148 
OC  OR 0.197 0.092 2.145 0.171 0.052 3.319 0.247 
EC  OR 0.077 0.065 1.190 0.117 0.058 2.029 -0.463 
DA  OR 0.285 0.087 3.257 0.288 0.061 4.731 -0.027 
OR  OE 0.386 0.081 4.771 0.377 0.065 5.798 0.085 
OR (RM) OE 0.045 0.060 0.752 -0.022 0.038 0.573 0.942 
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Significant at *** p<0.01, Significant at ** p<0.05, Significant at * p<0.1 
However, in the Australian sample (Table 7.26), it was observed that the effect of SM 
capabilities (networking and searching) on OR was different based on the business age. In the 
Australian model, both networking and searching capabilities were not significant. Using 
MGA, networking capability (t=2.712) was more significant for businesses over a year old in 
recognizing opportunities, whereas for the searching capability, while the difference was not 
significant (t=1.638), it is worth noting that based on the analysis, it had a positive impact on 
OR (t=2.673) for businesses less than a year old. 
Table 7.26: Business age MGA hypotheses for the Australian sample 
 Business age<1 year 
n =80 
Business age>1 year 
n=173 
 
   
Value 
SE t-
Statistics 
  Value SE t-
Statistics 
t-test  
PP  SU 0.355 0.129 2.753 0.265 0.084 3.173 0.585 
TP  SU 0.087 0.151 0.576 0.055 0.076 0.725 0.187 
EP  SU 0.207 0.163 1.269 0.127 0.104 1.222 0.416 
PI  SU -0.124 0.150 0.832 -0.004 0.071 0.062 -0.726 
AC  SU 0.114 0.128 0.888 0.306 0.084 3.637 -1.256 
PRA  SU 0.079 0.124 0.639 0.081 0.122 0.663 -0.008 
PA  SU 0.244 0.147 1.664 0.161 0.080 2.000 0.500 
IO  SU -0.100 0.120 0.834 -0.009 0.071 0.127 -0.653 
SU  OR 0.349 0.097 3.602 0.250 0.065 3.869 0.849 
NC  OR -0.299 0.110 2.712 0.068 0.097 0.696 -2.497** 
SC  OR 0.261 0.098 2.673 0.055 0.080 0.688 1.638 
OC  OR 0.403 0.127 3.184 0.202 0.078 2.582 1.357 
EC  OR 0.038 0.118 0.324 0.072 0.087 0.829 -0.230 
DA  OR 0.229 0.116 1.973 0.340 0.084 4.054 -0.772 
OR  OE 0.382 0.150 2.552 0.343 0.111 3.088 0.211 
OR (RM) OE 0.098 0.118 0.836 0.022 0.058 0.370 0.586 
Significant at *** p<0.01, Significant at ** p<0.05, Significant at * p<0.1 
Table 7.27: Business age MGA hypotheses for the Nigerian sample 
 Business age<1 year 
n =125 
Business age>1 year 
n=190 
 
   
Value 
SE t-
Statistics 
  Value SE t-
Statistics 
t-test  
PP  SU 0.074 0.111 0.666 0.015 0.071 0.212 0.447 
TP  SU -0.077 0.123 0.627 0.072 0.121 0.600 -0.868 
EP  SU 0.132 0.073 1.804 0.100 0.066 1.506 0.327 
PI  SU 0.080 0.095 0.837 0.148 0.066 2.257 -0.595 
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AC  SU 0.260 0.091 2.863 0.342 0.069 4.926 -0.710 
PRA  SU -0.234 0.129 1.819 -0.201 0.061 3.277 -0.232 
PA  SU -0.100 0.134 0.746 0.086 0.105 0.819 -1.092 
IO  SU -0.071 0.086 0.829 -0.063 0.070 0.891 -0.079 
SU  OR 0.207 0.058 3.543 0.185 0.069 2.688 0.241 
NC  OR 0.180 0.085 2.114 0.197 0.094 2.100 -0.132 
SC  OR 0.054 0.116 0.463 -0.016 0.074 0.216 0.506 
OC  OR 0.116 0.132 0.881 0.185 0.068 2.727 -0.466 
EC  OR 0.108 0.098 1.104 0.214 0.074 2.876 -0.864 
DA  OR 0.337 0.129 2.608 0.183 0.082 2.238 1.007 
OR  OE 0.216 0.079 2.721 0.293 0.091 3.224 -0.634 
OR (RM) OE -0.064 0.095 0.672 0.065 0.093 0.700 -0.970 
Significant at *** p<0.01, Significant at ** p<0.05, Significant at * p<0.1 
7.5.7 Model Fit  
Estimating the model fit in PLS-SEM has long been a line of inquiry among researchers 
(Hair, Hult, et al. 2017). In addressing this challenge, early researchers proposed the 
goodness-of-fit index (GoF) (Tenenhaus et al. 2005), which uses the geometric mean of the 
average communality and average R
2 
of all endogenous variables. Henseler and Sarstedt 
(2013) questioned the applicability of GoF, as it is not suitable for formative models and it is 
unable to distinguish between valid and invalid models. Since the model evaluated in this 
study is made up of more than 50% formative constructs, it would be inappropriate to 
evaluate the fit of the model based on GoF. In addition, studies have actively dissuaded the 
report of the GoF index and it will thus not be reported (e.g. Hair, Hult, et al. 2014; Hair, 
Hult, et al. 2017; Henseler & Sarstedt 2013).  
Recent research has proposed new measures in estimating PLS-SEM models (e.g. SRMR and 
RMStheta) (Henseler et al. 2014; Sarstedt et al. 2014). While it is acknowledged that they are 
still at their early stage, they are often discouraged so as not to sacrifice the model’s 
predictive power in a bid to have better model fit (Hair, Hult, et al. 2017). Nevertheless, as 
indicated by Sarstedt et al. (2014), model fit evaluation is vital in PLS-SEM to avoid model 
misspecification by making use of existing procedures. In evaluating the fit of the model used 
in this study, the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) and root mean square 
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residual covariance (RMStheta) were used, which is in line with suggestions from earlier 
studies (e.g. Hair, Hult, et al. 2017; Henseler et al. 2014; Sarstedt et al. 2014). SRMR is the 
“root mean square discrepancy between the observed correlations and the model-implied 
correlations” (Hair, Hult, et al. 2017). In evaluating SRMR, a model is said to be of good fit 
if its value is less than 0.08 (Hu & Bentler 1998), which is a low value for PLS model 
measurement (Hair, Hult, et al. 2017). As seen in Table 7.28, the SRMR values for the 
overall, Australian and Nigerian samples (0.060, 0.069 and 0.066) were less than 0.08, and 
thus a good model fit was established. In addition, the RMStheta, which is the root mean 
square discrepancy between the observed covariances and the model-implied covariances 
(Hair, Hult, et al. 2017), should be between 0 and 1, with the closer to 0 the better (Lohmöller 
2013). Henseler et al. (2014) suggested values below 0.12 or 0.14, which according to them is 
very conservative. The RMStheta values for the overall, Australian and Nigerian samples were 
0.100, 0.121 and 0.112 respectively, which indicates a well-fitting model. To be precise, it is 
seen that the model specified in this study fits, based on the evaluated guidelines. 
Table 7.28: SRMR value for Australian and Nigerian models 
 SRMR T Statistics 90% Confidence Interval 
Overall 0.060 30.275 [0.032, 0.040] 
Australia 0.069 11.039 [0.043, 0.063] 
Nigeria 0.066 22.505 [0.045,0.054] 
 
7.6 Social media and opportunity recognition framework 
The preliminary objective of this study was to investigate the factors that drive SM use 
among entrepreneurs, and how SM use influences their OR. Variables elucidated from the 
qualitative phase of the research were validated via an online survey in two different 
countries to see how generalizable the proposed framework was. Table 7.29 summarises the 
findings from the quantitative analysis. Figure 7.4 showed the accepted hypotheses based on 
the overall data sample, with Figure 7.5 further using distinct colour codes to denote 
supported hypotheses in each of the countries studied. Based on Table 7.29, only six of the 
sixteen proposed hypotheses were supported in both countries. These supported constructs 
form the generalised SM and OR framework.  
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Table 7.29: Summary of hypotheses results 
 Hypothesis statement Overall Australia Nigeria 
H1a Platform perception will have a 
positive effect on SM use 
Supported Supported Not supported 
H1b Technology peculiarity will have 
a positive effect on SM use 
Not supported Not supported Not supported 
H2a External pressure will have a 
positive effect on SM use 
Supported Supported Supported 
H2b External infrastructure will have 
a negative effect on SM use 
Not supported Not supported Supported 
H3a Entrepreneur absorptive capacity 
will have a positive effect on SM 
use 
Supported Supported Supported 
H3b Entrepreneur perceived resource 
availability will have a positive 
effect on SM use 
Not supported Not supported Supported 
H4a Platform abuse will have a 
negative effect on SM use 
Supported Supported Not supported 
H4b Information overload will have a 
negative effect on SM use 
Not supported Not supported Not supported 
H5 SM use will have a positive 
effect on OR 
Supported Supported Supported 
H6a Entrepreneur networking 
capability on SM will have a 
positive effect on OR 
Not supported Not supported Supported 
H6b Entrepreneur searching 
capability on SM will have a 
positive effect on OR 
Not supported Not supported Not supported 
H6c Entrepreneur observing 
capability on SM will have a 
positive effect on OR 
Supported Supported Supported 
H6d Entrepreneur experimenting 
capability on SM will have a 
positive effect on OR 
Not supported Not supported Supported 
H6e Entrepreneur data analytic 
capability on SM will have a 
positive effect on OR 
Supported Supported Supported 
H7 OR will have a positive effect on 
OE 
Supported Supported Supported 
H8 RM plays a moderating role 
between OR and OE on SM 
Not supported Not supported Not supported 
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This analysis indicated that social media use is driven by both AC and EP, while PP is 
mediated by AC in influencing SM use. EP is a prominent factor in driving the use of 
technology (Jeyaraj, Rottman & Lacity 2006), most especially regarding entrepreneurs, who 
need to keep up with the pace of the competition (Hoti 2015; Schaupp & Bélanger 2014). 
AC, on the other hand, is just recently being studied regarding individuals, where it has been 
crucial in using technology (Lin 2014; Upadhyay & Jahanyan 2016) and also embracing 
innovations (Enkel et al. 2017) such as SM. 
Opportunity recognition is supported on SM as shown by the findings, which are consistent 
with the qualitative result. In understanding how SM helps in OR, it was found that only 
observing and data analytics were supported in both countries. The ability to observe has 
been stressed by Dyer, Gregersen and Christensen (2008) to be a characteristic of the 
innovative entrepreneur in recognising opportunities. The data analytics drive OR due to the 
ease of presentation of aggregated information from the SM platforms, which allows the 
entrepreneur to make sense of large data without a specialised skill set in analysing data. It 
was surprising to see that both searching and networking via social capital, which are factors 
that are symbolic with OR in the entrepreneurship literature (George et al. 2016), were not 
supported. This suggests that how opportunities are recognized on social media is different 
from what is understood in the face-to-face environment and needs to be further investigated. 
RM was also found to mediate the relationship between OR and OE in both countries. These 
findings show that recognising opportunities on SM is not sufficient in exploiting the 
opportunities; rather RM is vital to opportunity exploitation.  
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Figure 7.4: The structural research model based on the overall data sample 
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 Figure 7.5: The structural model for the Australian and Nigerian data samples 
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7.7 Conclusion  
This chapter presents the result of the qualitative analysis of the data collected from both 
Australia and Nigeria. The research model was analysed using PLS-SEM to investigate the 
effects of the hypothesised relationships on SM use, OR and OE from Chapter 6. The 
measurement model was evaluated based on established guidelines regarding the item 
loadings, construct reliability and validity. The structural model was evaluated by analysing 
the path coefficients, the coefficient of determination, effect size, and predictive relevance. 
Multi-group analysis was conducted to test for significant differences that exist among sub-
groups in the data based on the control variables. The model fit was then evaluated in the 
light of existing literature, and a generalised model was developed. In the following chapter, 
the implications of the result will be discussed, as well as a retrospective connection of this 
analysis back to the research questions posed in Chapter 1. 
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CHAPTER 8 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
8.1 Introduction 
This chapter discusses the findings from both the qualitative and quantitative studies with 
reference to the existing literature on technology use, social media and entrepreneurship. The 
discussion uses an iterative inductive and deductive inference approach, as this is 
recommended in mixed method IS research (Venkatesh, Brown & Bala 2013; Venkatesh, 
Brown & Sullivan 2016). It allows for a developmental, complementary discussion of the 
findings. This chapter begins by reviewing the study purpose and its methodological 
foundations, which is followed by discussing the essential findings derived from the study, 
how the study findings are associated with important factors that drive social media use and 
its role on opportunity recognition. In the later part of the chapter, the original contributions 
of the study to theory and practice will be highlighted. The chapter then concludes by 
identifying the limitations of the study and areas of future research. 
8.2 The Purpose of the Study 
Driven by the practical need to understand how social media use by entrepreneurs influences 
their opportunity recognition, this study responded to the call of advancing knowledge on IT 
capabilities and entrepreneurship (Benitez, Llorens & Braojos 2018; Smith, Smith & Shaw 
2017). The study was structured to investigate questions that are pertinent to entrepreneurs on 
their social media use. These involve exploring the factors that drive the use of social media 
by entrepreneurs; and how the use influences their opportunity recognition on social media. 
The fundamental research question that drove this study was: What is the role of social media 
use on entrepreneur opportunity recognition? To address the theoretical and practical 
dimensions of the study, three research sub-questions were formulated based on the mixed 
method approach, which will be answered in the subsequent sections of the chapter.  
8.3 Methodology Reviewed 
In conducting this study, a mixed method approach was used to investigate the research 
questions. A sequential exploratory mixed method was conducted, which was made up of two 
phases. The first phase employed the qualitative approach to answer research sub-questions 
one and two. Interviews were conducted with 14 entrepreneurs who made use of social media 
for their businesses in Australia and Nigeria between August 2017 and January 2018. The 
interviews were analysed using the thematic coding approach, which was detailed in Chapter 
4, and the findings were presented in Chapter 5. The findings of the interviews led to 
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developing related hypotheses in Chapter 6, which helped set the scene for research sub-
question 3. 
The second phase was a quantitative study, where an online survey was distributed to 
entrepreneurs in Australia and Nigeria. The questionnaire was constructed primarily from the 
findings of the qualitative study. This involved adapting and adopting measurement items 
from the literature and also creating new items when none could be found in the existing 
literature. In total, 568 responses were received from both countries, with the survey carried 
out between July 2018 and November 2018. IBM SPSS (version 25) was used for descriptive 
statistics. PLS-SEM was applied to test the measurement and structural model using 
SMART-PLS 3. In evaluating the structural model, hypotheses were developed and tested 
and inferences drawn, which helped to answer research sub-question 3. The quantitative 
methodology was presented in Chapter 5 and the findings in Chapter 7. 
8.4 Factors that Influence Social Media Use among Entrepreneurs  
Research Question 1: What factors affect the use of social media by the entrepreneur? 
The qualitative phase was used to identify the factors that influence social media use by 
entrepreneurs. Based on the thematic analysis of the interviews in Chapter 4, eight factors 
under four dimensions (technological, environmental, individual, and social media) were 
found. Absorptive capacity was the most prevalent, as it was mentioned by all the 
respondents. The quantitative analysis showed that the factors (i.e. technological, 
environmental, individual, and social media) accounted for over 37% of social media use in 
the overall data, with 45.1% and 28.5% in Australia and Nigeria respectively.  
In addressing the research question of “what factors affect the use of social media by the 
entrepreneur?”, it is seen that the factors are technical (platform perception, technology 
peculiarity), environmental (external pressure, poor ICT infrastructure), individual 
(absorptive capacity, perceived resource availability), and social media (platform abuse, 
information overload) which are consistent with the literature. The key findings are discussed 
below.  
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8.4.1 Technological Factors 
8.4.1.1 Platform perception 
User perception of innovative technologies is fundamental to their adoption and use and this 
holds true to the adoption and use of social media platforms (Ngai, Tao & Moon 2015). The 
result from the qualitative analysis found a significant influence of platform perception on 
entrepreneur social media use ( =0.178, t=3.663). This reflects earlier studies, where user 
perception characteristics (e.g. perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness, perceived trust 
and perceived information quality) have been identified to be vital factors to social media use 
(Ahani, Rahim & Nilashi 2017b; Lim, Heinrichs & Lim 2017; Lin, Featherman & Sarker 
2017; Nawi et al. 2017; Tajudeen, Jaafar & Ainin 2018; Turan & Kara 2018). The intuitive 
nature of the platforms makes them easy to use and comprehend by the entrepreneurs for 
their businesses. This was strongly supported in the interviews with some respondents, 
affirming that they “are very easy to use” and beneficial by providing quality information and 
improving customer relations.  
The findings of the overall sample were consistent with the Australian sample ( =0.280, 
t=3.930). However, in Nigeria, platform perception was found to be non-significant 
( =0.018, t=0.758). This may be due to several reasons. Firstly, Gavino et al. (2019) in their 
multi-cultural study of entrepreneurs found that in a collectivist culture, neither perceived 
ease of use nor perceived usefulness influences their social media use. This is because of the 
huge financial set back that is incurred in using the platforms, with no visible return on 
investment (ROI). This was referenced in the qualitative findings, where some Nigerian 
respondents found their inability to measure the ROI was a big disadvantage, leading them to 
the point of stopping the platforms’ use. This was reinforced by the findings of the 
quantitative analysis, where perceived usefulness had negative influence (outer loading -
0.129) on the platform perception construct. Previous studies have reported that the lack of 
perceived benefits of social media use negatively influence the usefulness of the platforms 
(Beier & Wagner 2016; Taiminen & Karjaluoto 2015), which was experienced by the 
Nigerian entrepreneurs.  
Secondly, based on the mediation analysis, it was seen that absorptive capacity exerts a full 
mediation between platform perception and social media use in the Nigerian subsample (and 
partial mediation in the Australian sample). An explanation for this is that the platform 
perception of a Nigerian entrepreneur depends heavily on how they can apply and exploit the 
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platforms to their business activities, i.e. if the entrepreneur cannot exploit social media to his 
own business needs, the platforms will be considered not useful, which will adversely affect 
their perception of the platform. This was further supported by the qualitative study, where 
respondents noted that they use social media platforms because it is serving their purposes, 
and they will leave for another platform when it stops doing so. While previous studies have 
highlighted the role of absorptive capacity on the perceived ease of use (Mayeh, Ramayah & 
Mishra 2016) and perceived usefulness (Hossain, Bhuiyan, et al. 2018), the opposite was 
found in this study, where platform perception is antecedent to absorptive capacity in the 
Nigerian sample.  
8.4.1.2 Technology peculiarity  
Technology peculiarity was found not to significantly influence social media use in the 
overall sample and both country samples. Building on the construct items weight, it was seen 
that only the algorithm dimension was significant across the three datasets. The security 
dimension was only significant in the overall sample ( =0.020,t=3.328), with the platform 
variation and privacy dimensions not significant across the three datasets. This calls for some 
explanation. 
Firstly, it can be said that entrepreneurs are not peculiarly focused on their privacy or their 
security when on social media. Building on the qualitative study, the respondents, while 
acknowledging the importance of privacy and security, highlighted that it is secondary to 
their business aims. Moreover, the security threats named by the majority of the respondents 
were not directly personal but rather were generic threats such as broad cyber threats and 
payment gateways scams. Until recently, an average entrepreneur is not concerned with the 
privacy and security peculiarities of the platforms and thus they might not attach significance 
to them. Even if it is assumed that the technology-savvy entrepreneurs are aware of privacy 
issues, it is not a major prohibitor to their use of social media for their business (Spiekermann 
& Korunovska 2017; Xu et al. 2008). This explanation has been reported in social media 
literature, where privacy risk does not influence the use of the platforms (Lin, Featherman & 
Sarker 2017; Wamba 2018). Similarly, the study of Faqih (2016) highlighted that security or 
privacy of internet shopping platforms does not influence users’ behavioural intention to use 
it.  
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Secondly, while the respondents acknowledged the variation among the platforms on how 
they work, they do not develop distinct strategies for them. Only AUS2 from the qualitative 
study mentioned the use of separate strategies with each platform. The absence of blueprint in 
catering for the differences that exist between the platforms leads to poor strategy 
formulation and execution. For instance, Yellow (2018) found that only 30% of Australian 
small businesses have a clear strategy on using different social media platforms. This 
indicates that while the difference in how the platforms work (algorithms) is known to all the 
respondents, how to take advantage of those subtle differences (platform variation) is still a 
huge challenge for entrepreneurs. Hence, there is no significant influence of technology 
peculiarity on social media use by entrepreneurs.  
Based on the Multi-Group Analysis (MGA), it was seen that there exist significant 
differences among the genders in the overall sample (t=-1.658) and Australian sample (t=-
1.794). This shows that females are more concerned about the technological peculiarity of the 
platforms. However, since individual technology peculiarity was not significant in both 
genders, it will not be discussed.  
8.4.2 External Environmental Factors 
8.4.2.1 Poor ICT infrastructure 
The influence of poor infrastructure on the use of social media by entrepreneurs was found 
not to be significant in the overall sample ( =0.055, t=1.519) and the Australian sample ( =-
0.042, t=0.701). In the Australian sample, this reflects the findings of the qualitative phase, 
where none of the three people interviewed from Australia made mention of infrastructure as 
a challenge in using social media. This can be attributed to the high infrastructure level of the 
country, with a rating of 5.6/7 (InfraCompass 2018a). Studies have highlighted that a vital 
driver in social media use is the availability of appropriate infrastructure to support its use 
(Bolton et al. 2013). 
However, in the Nigerian sample, poor infrastructure ( =0.126, t=2.485) was found to 
significantly influence social media use among the entrepreneurs. This was not surprising, as 
Bolton et al. (2013) suggested that infrastructure is a crucial factor that differentiates social 
media use in developing and developed countries. In Africa, Mothobi and Grzybowski (2017) 
reported the importance of infrastructure in technology adoption and use, as areas with better 
infrastructure make use of technological innovations more. For entrepreneurs, the use of 
technological innovation is highly dependent on the country’s infrastructure (Gäre & Melin 
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2011; Oh, Cruickshank & Anderson 2009). Nigeria as a developing country has an 
infrastructure rating of 2.1, whereas the average rating for developing countries was 3.9/7 
(InfraCompass 2018b). It also lies in the 22
nd
 position in the Africa infrastructure 
development index (African Development Bank Group 2018). This was evidenced in the 
qualitative study, where external infrastructure challenges (e.g. data cost, electricity supply 
and internet outreach) were identified by Nigerian respondents. Thus, social media use is 
hindered by the lack of proper infrastructure in the country. This position is supported by 
previous studies on the use of technology in the country (e.g. Erumi-Esin & Heeks 2015; 
Oladapo 2007).  
Based on the MGA result, it was found that the influence of external infrastructure was more 
pronounced on the females than the males (t=-1.936). Studies have highlighted the 
importance of infrastructure to female-owned businesses. The study of Bahramitash and 
Esfahani (2014) outlined the challenges faced by Iranian female entrepreneurs in accessing 
infrastructural amenities predominantly related to the internet. Similar findings were reported 
by Steel (2017) regarding female entrepreneurs in Khartoum whose businesses are primarily 
anchored on Facebook and rely heavily on the city infrastructure in running their business 
activities, including prompt delivery of services. The challenges faced by female 
entrepreneurs have led to suggestions of infrastructural intervention to be more specific to 
females as seen in the study of Ma, Grafton and Renwick (2018), where they advocated for 
an increase in smartphone use and soft infrastructure for households headed by females 
(businesses) in rural China. However, going by the qualitative study, it was surprising to see 
that the majority of the Nigerian respondents who complained were males.  
8.4.2.2 External pressure  
External pressure has been identified to be one of the most vital factors in technology 
adoption and use (Jeyaraj, Rottman & Lacity 2006; Oliveira, Thomas & Espadanal 2014), 
especially among entrepreneurs (Hoti 2015). In this study, external pressure was found to 
positively influence social media use in the overall sample ( =0.122, t=2.530) and both 
country samples. This can be interpreted based on the qualitative findings, which highlighted 
the role of clients, competitors and external pressure. The pressure is mounted by clients, 
competitors/co-businesses and virtually everyone they interact with based on their businesses, 
as they use social media primarily for them to maintain the social presence of their 
businesses. This reflected the findings of previous studies on entrepreneurs (e.g. Ahani, 
Rahim & Nilashi 2017b; Kudeshia, Sikdar & Mittal 2016; Sasatanun & Charoensukmongkol 
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2016; Schaupp & Bélanger 2014), which identified external pressure (customer and 
competitor) as a vital factor in social media use. Another identified factor might be due to the 
need for the entrepreneurs to obtain/sustain their competitive advantage by being a step ahead 
of their competitors, without which they would be “losing out”. This has also been stated by 
Jones (2010), who identified the importance of sustaining competitive advantage ahead of 
competitors as a vital reason for social media use by entrepreneurs.  
8.4.3 Individual Factors 
8.4.3.1 Absorptive capacity  
Earlier research has long studied the effect of social media use on firm absorptive capacity 
(Hu & Schlagwein 2013), with some establishing a positive relationship (Cao & Ali 2018; 
Loukis et al. 2016; Scuotto, Del Giudice & Carayannis 2017). The study of Bharati, Zhang 
and Chaudhury (2014) is the exception, which evaluated the influence of absorptive capacity 
on the use of social media by a firm and was found to be vital. However, the studies 
evaluated absorptive capacity from the firm perspective and not the individual entrepreneur 
perspective. Findings report that absorptive capacity is the predominant factor determining 
social media use among entrepreneurs; overall ( =0.335, t=8.036), Australia ( =0.281, 
t=4.242) and Nigeria ( =0.321, t=6.073). It also contributed to the largest individual effect on 
social media use, while there has been a paucity of research regarding absorptive capacity 
and social media use among entrepreneurs. Research on other technological innovations has 
reported that individual absorptive capacity is vital to technology adoption and use (e.g. Lee 
et al. 2012; Mayeh, Ramayah & Popa 2014; Park, Suh & Yang 2007). 
Based on the qualitative study, all the respondents identified absorptive capacity as a factor 
that drives their social media use. In interpreting the result, it is seen that entrepreneurs used 
social media because of the immense value it has to offer their businesses. The respondents 
have seen their competitors using social media and the positive impacts it has brought about 
on their businesses, and they were able to realize its importance in the current age and were 
thus nudged towards its use. Also, due to the pervasiveness of social media platforms, they 
are familiar to the entrepreneurs, thus they can quickly learn and assimilate its use and adapt 
same to their businesses. This finding was in contrast with the findings of Mohammadi 
(2015), where absorptive capacity was not supported regarding m-learning adoption due to 
lack of prior knowledge. 
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Gao et al. (2017) maintained that absorptive capacity is better studied at the organizational 
level because it focuses on the ability to apply and exploit knowledge to an organization’s 
advantage. However, it is seen based on this study that the individual entrepreneurs sought to 
learn, apply and exploit social media use to their business advantage by using it to recognize 
new opportunities, which are vital to their business performance and growth (Andersson & 
Evers 2015; Guo et al. 2017). This echoes the stance of recent studies that an individual’s 
absorptive capacity is crucial to them, in exploring and exploiting new knowledge (Enkel et 
al. 2017; Roberts et al. 2012). 
8.4.3.2 Perceived resource availability  
The study found that perceived resource availability was not significant in the overall dataset 
( =-0.061, t=1.347) and Australia ( =-0.053, t=0.610). However, in Nigeria, it was 
significant ( =-0.207, t=4.387), as it negatively influences social media use among 
entrepreneurs. The Nigerian entrepreneurs were negatively influenced due to the relatively 
low technological competencies and financial resources available, something which was 
mentioned by the respondents in the qualitative phase. This is a characteristic of developing 
countries, most especially in Africa (Abor & Quartey 2010; Crick et al. 2018). Previous 
studies have highlighted the importance of resources in technology adoption and use among 
entrepreneurs (Hoti 2015; Kadadevaramath, Chen & Sangli 2015).  
Going into the details, it was seen that in the Australian sample, the four dimensions of 
resources (time, skill, capital and effort) were not significant. In the report of Yellow (2018), 
a small number of Australian entrepreneurs reported time as a challenge to social media use, 
which is also reflected in the findings of this study. However, in the Nigerian sample, all four 
dimensions significantly contributed to the perceived resource availability construct, which 
impacts their social media use. This was also reflected in the qualitative study, where 
Nigerian respondents talked more on the importance of resources to their social media use. 
This supported previous studies’ stance on the individual dimensions’, e.g., time (Fischer & 
Reuber 2011), skill, capital and effort (Dlodlo & Dhurup 2013; Erosa 2009) importance to 
technology use. 
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8.4.4 Social Media Factors 
8.4.4.1 Platform abuse 
Platform abuse was found to significantly affect social media use in the overall sample 
(β=0.098, t=2.143) and Australia (β=0.155, t=2.025); while in Nigeria, it had no effect 
(β=0.051, t=0.554). A possible explanation can be that in Australia, they are actively 
sensitized to scams and lost over $340 million in 2017, which is the highest on record 
(Molloy 2018; Scamwatch 2018). This was supported by the significance attached to the 
scam dimension, which was highest in the Australian sample and lowest for Nigeria. Their 
awareness of the abuse that comes from the platforms makes them sensitive to their risks and 
actively use the platforms while shielding themselves from potential attacks. This is unlike 
Nigerians, who are not concerned about the abuse of the platforms as it is almost a normal 
occurrence and no significance is attached to it.  
8.4.4.2 Information overload  
Previous studies have highlighted that information overload on social media has led to 
discontinued use (Cao & Sun 2018; Islam, Whelan & Brooks 2018; Kefi, Mlaiki & Kalika 
2015) and a decrease in job performance (Yu et al. 2018). However, this was negated by this 
study, which found that information overload does not affect social media use as evidenced 
by the results; overall ( =0.012, t=0.329), Australia ( =0.024, t=0.372) and Nigeria ( =-
0.060, t=0.208).  
The result was not surprising, as only four of the fourteen respondents mentioned the role of 
information overload on social media use in the qualitative phase. A reason might be that as 
opposed to previous studies where information overload leads to exhaustion or fatigue (e.g. 
Cao & Sun 2018; Islam, Whelan & Brooks 2018), entrepreneurs stay on social media to 
know more about their businesses, competitors and clients, as evidenced by the qualitative 
phase of this study. This leads them to not having the exhaustion feeling; instead they 
deliberately follow several accounts, which serve as sources of information so that they can 
know what is trending and how they can enhance their businesses. This is in contrast with 
previous studies that are not entrepreneur-oriented, which hold that social media is used for 
non-specific purposes and can lead to exhaustion. Another reason might be related to the 
need for inspiration for their next activity, as stated by one of the respondents that “social 
media is where the idea is”; thus entrepreneurs may not experience information overload 
Discussion and Conclusion 
201 
 
since their primary objective of being on the platform is identifying new ideas they can 
possibly exploit to the benefit of their businesses, such as new opportunities.  
However, based on the gender MGA in the Australian sample, it was seen that individually, 
information overload had a negative effect on females ( =-0.163, t=1.848) and a positive 
effect on males ( =0.161, t=1.844), with the effect in both genders being statistically 
significant at (t=2.610). While a certain reason cannot be tendered, it might be explained 
based on the study of Holton and Chyi (2012) that females are more influenced by 
information overload due to multitasking and thus getting overwhelmed. In addition, the 
study of Lim, Heinrichs and Lim (2017) posited that males are more likely to continue social 
media use if they are more involved in its activities. This was supported by the findings of 
Lin, Featherman and Sarker (2017), which reported that the usefulness of social media 
platforms makes males continue using such platforms. This can be supported using the MGA 
of the Australian gender based on platform perception. It was seen that males have a higher 
platform perception (t=3.953) than females (t=2.440). Based on this, the information overload 
experienced by males on social media platforms might be due to the platform perception and 
the involvement they have on them, which drive their use. 
8.5 Opportunity Recognition on Social Media  
Research Question 2: How does the use of social media influence opportunity recognition 
and exploitation for entrepreneurs? 
To explore the role of social media on opportunity recognition, this study relied primarily on 
the interviews gathered from the field, as only very few studies have investigated the area 
(e.g.Fischer & Reuber 2011; Mack, Marie-Pierre & Redican 2017; Park, Sung & Im 2017). 
With no clear literature to serve as a yardstick, the study relied on the responses from the 
respondents, and triangulated them with existing studies on entrepreneurship and IT 
capabilities concerning opportunity recognition (primarily Benitez, Llorens & Braojos 2018; 
Dyer, Gregersen & Christensen 2008; George et al. 2016; Smith, Smith & Shaw 2017). 
The respondents unanimously agreed that social media drives opportunity recognition. The 
capabilities of social media that enable this were captured under five themes (networking, 
searching, observing, experimenting and data analytics). Social media use based on these 
capabilities explained 68.9% of recognized opportunities on the platforms in the overall 
sample, while 70.6% and 49.4% were accounted for in Australia and Nigeria respectively. 
Other findings derived from the qualitative study include the moderating role of resource 
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mobilization on the exploitation of opportunities recognized on social media. It is understood 
that recognition of opportunities is a prerequisite for exploitation, which was consistent with 
the findings of this study. It was seen that opportunity recognized on social media accounted 
for 39.5% of exploited opportunity in the overall sample; with 46.8% and 20.3% in Australia 
and Nigeria respectively. However, the moderating role of resource mobilization was not 
supported in the quantitative study.  
In addressing the second research question of “how does the use of social media influence 
opportunity recognition and exploitation for entrepreneurs?”, five social media capabilities 
(networking and searching, observing, experimenting and data analytics) were identified to 
drive opportunity recognition on the platforms. The role of social media on opportunity 
recognition and exploitation will be further discussed in the following subsections. 
8.5.1 Influence Of Social Media On Opportunity Recognition 
The effect of social media on entrepreneur opportunity recognition has long been explored by 
academics and practitioners alike. However, apart from the study of Mumi, Ciuchta and Yang 
(2018), few studies have empirically investigated the relationship between social media use 
and opportunity recognition. It was found that social media use influences opportunity 
recognition positively in both Australia ( =0.292, t=5.030) and Nigeria ( =0.201, t=4.013), 
with the overall dataset at ( =0.248, t=6.744). This reflected the findings of the qualitative 
study, where the respondents unanimously agreed on the role of social media in recognizing 
opportunities. Opportunities were recognized by entrepreneurs because of the several 
capabilities that social media supports, such as networking, searching, observing, 
experimenting and data analytics. The study echoed the same findings by Mumi, Ciuchta and 
Yang (2018), where the use of social media (social media attachment) drove opportunity 
recognition. However, the findings from this study differ from Park, Sung and Im (2017), 
who reported that social media use negatively moderates the relationship between prior 
knowledge and opportunity discovery. Instead, based on the interviews, it was seen that 
entrepreneur prior knowledge drives opportunity recognition on several social media 
platforms.  
Based on the MGA, it was seen that gender influences opportunity recognition on social 
media differently in both countries, with no significant difference in the overall sample. In the 
Australian sample, males recognize more opportunity (t=1.768) unlike Nigeria (t=-2.215), 
where the opposite is the case. The rate of unemployed females in Australia has been 
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decreasing steadily over the years, whereas in Nigeria, female unemployment is on the rise 
(The World Bank 2018). Females in Nigeria and other developing countries have started 
using social media as an avenue to start their businesses and as observed by the findings of 
this study, this may be based on the opportunities derived from the social media platforms. 
This is due to social media giving them the opportunity to run their businesses in an 
environment with limited opportunities and also tribal and religious barriers faced by women. 
Similar findings have been reported by previous studies, where social media platforms like 
Facebook and Instagram offered females the opportunity to start their businesses in 
developing countries (Alkhowaiter 2016; Azab & Khalifa 2013; Beninger et al. 2016; Steel 
2017). This study’s demographic distribution from Nigeria reflected the importance of social 
media to female businesses, with them making up 73% of the respondents, in contrast to 
51.4% from Australia. 
8.5.2 Social Media Capabilities Supporting Opportunity Recognition 
8.5.2.1 Networking capability 
Entrepreneurial studies have long highlighted the importance of networking on opportunity 
recognition (e.g. Cai, Peng & Wang 2018; Lim & Xavier 2015; Shu, Ren & Zheng 2018; 
Song et al. 2017). Findings on the role of social networks on opportunity recognition have 
mostly been homogenous (George et al. 2016), where strong support has been established. 
This is because social networking drives opportunity recognition by allowing for information 
to be derived from their immediate networks (strong ties) and external sources (weak ties) 
(Arenius & Clercq 2005; Shu, Ren & Zheng 2018). While the studies have been primarily off 
social media platforms, Xiang et al. (2017) found that the structure and the relationship of the 
entrepreneur’s online social networks play an essential role in recognizing opportunities. 
However, what was found in this study differs from existing studies, as it was found that the 
influence of networking capability on opportunity recognition was not significant for the 
overall sample. This might be because of the familiarity the respondents have with social 
media platforms, where they are used for several activities in entrepreneurial business. The 
benefits derived may blur the perceived benefits with regards to recognized opportunities. 
This can be seen from some respondents, who stated that they connect with their clients on 
the platforms, but it cannot actually be called an opportunity for them, as that is one of the 
main reasons they are on the platforms.  
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In addition, it is understood that networking drives opportunity recognition through access to 
unique information (weak ties) and being in a strategic location in the network (strong ties) 
(George et al. 2016; Shu, Ren & Zheng 2018). In this study, it was noticed from the interview 
that very few of the respondents actively seek out new accounts to follow (weak ties) (e.g. 
NGR6, NGR11), which are not necessarily in their domain of business (e.g. NGR8). This 
might lead to redundancy in the information that they are privy to, which limits the amount of 
unique information that can lead to recognition of opportunities. For instance, NGR9 follows 
entrepreneurs who sell jewellery, like her. The majority of her network discusses popular 
jewellery, which circulates among their social network and thus becomes redundant and no 
more a viable opportunity to explore. This is in sharp contrast to NGR6, whose business is 
more into copywriting, but due to his diverse network he was able to move into e-tailing due 
to opportunities recognized from his network. This observation is supported by Clark (2016), 
who reported the importance of following social media platforms that are outside one’s 
specialty.  
The effect of network capability was different depending on the countries. In Australia, it was 
not supported ( =-0.037, t=0.472), whereas in Nigeria, it had a positive influence on 
opportunity recognition ( =0.067, t=2.483). In explaining the differences, Hsu et al. (2015) 
in their study found that individualistic cultures tend to use social media for information 
seeking (searching), unlike the collective cultures which socialize more on the platforms. 
Their findings were corroborated by this study, where it was seen that the Nigerian 
respondents who are collectivist (Oyibo, Orji & Vassileva 2017) were able to recognize 
opportunities on social media by exploiting the networking capability. This allowed them to 
connect with others, which enhanced their opportunity recognition. However, AUS1 and 
AUS2 downplayed the importance of networking capability of social media in recognizing 
opportunities, as they suggested that it only serves as a point of first contact and does not 
actively identify opportunities. Hence, the collectivist and individualist cultures exploit the 
networking capability of social media differently, which impacts their ability to recognize 
opportunities. 
Based on the multi-group analysis, there exists a significant difference in the Australian 
respondents’ business age (t=-2.497). It was seen that for businesses less than a year old, 
opportunity recognition was negatively influenced by their networking capability (t=2.127). 
This can be interpreted that early Australian businesses should focus less on networking on 
social media platforms. While networking has long been identified to be vital to nascent 
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business success (Davidsson & Honig 2003; Liao & Welsch 2003), its effects vary based on 
the gestation stage of the business. Sequeira, Mueller and McGee (2007) in their study noted 
that an abundance of business-oriented weak ties positively influences nascent entrepreneur 
activities. In contrast, the abundance of strong ties impedes nascent entrepreneur activities. 
This can be applied because the time spent on the platform might not be productive, as they 
are exposed to the “dark side” of business processes, which discourages them and influences 
their opportunity recognition. 
This scenario can also be explained in the light of the cultural dimension. As stated earlier, 
individualistic cultures tend to socialize less on social media platforms. Thus, young 
Australian entrepreneurs may not have the requisite skills required for networking to drive 
opportunity recognition. McKeown (2015) in his piece in the Harvard Business Review 
stated that 99% of networking activities are a waste of time. The same sentiment was shared 
by Noah Kagan, the founder of AppSumo, who pointed out that one of the causes of 
entrepreneur failure is putting in much effort in networking while neglecting the final product 
(Cooper 2015). So, businesses in their early stages might not have the required skill to derive 
the maximum value from networking; and as seen here, this might have a negative effect on 
their opportunity recognition. 
8.5.2.2 Searching capability 
The ability of an entrepreneur to search for information has been identified to be essential to 
opportunity recognition in literature around entrepreneur offline (Ardichvili, Cardozo & Ray 
2003; Ucbasaran, Westhead & Wright 2009; Westhead, Ucbasaran & Wright 2009). 
Entrepreneurs also use social media as a tool for searching and gathering relevant 
information, especially in regard to ways to operate their businesses (Fernandes, Belo & 
Castela 2016; Kuhn, Galloway & Collins-Williams 2016; Quinton & Wilson 2016). The 
findings of this study support the current understanding regarding the role of searching in 
supporting opportunity recognition for entrepreneurs. This was strongly reflected in the 
interviews conducted, where the entrepreneurs identified social media’s capability for 
searching, reviewing and retrieving information as vital to opportunity recognition. The 
significance of the searching capability can further be explained by the ability for social 
media to support both systematic search (Fiet 2007; Fiet & Patel 2008; Fiet, Piskounov & 
Patel 2005) and intensive search based on the entrepreneurs’ previous knowledge (Baron 
2006; Ucbasaran, Westhead & Wright 2009; Westhead, Ucbasaran & Wright 2009).  
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In the individual countries, searching capability was found to not influence opportunity 
recognition (Australia  =0.070, t=1.031; Nigeria  =0.302, t=0.508). The literature on 
entrepreneur opportunity recognition and searching has stressed on its importance, as seen in 
the preceding paragraph. However, the finding about the individual countries contradicts 
what is understood. This finding was surprising, as the overall sample was supported and at 
the qualitative phase, respondents from both countries agreed that they recognize 
opportunities on social media. For the Australian respondents, a plausible reason might be 
derived from the interviews, where they stated that they make less use of the information 
search feature of the platforms. For instance, AUS3 stated that she has never done a specific 
search on Facebook aside from gathering information on her competitors. A similar sentiment 
was shared by AUS2, who said, “search does not really play important roles” in recognizing 
opportunities. For Nigerian respondents, it can be explained that the collectivist culture seeks 
information less on social media platforms (Hsu et al. 2015). Therefore, searching capability 
will have little influence on their opportunity recognition. 
In both countries, the following explanation might be given. On the one hand, the 
entrepreneurs on the social media platforms may not be actively searching for information 
regarding specific details, which might explain the absence of a significant relationship 
between searching capability and opportunity recognition. Ardichvili, Cardozo and Ray 
(2003) argued that opportunity recognition happens accidentally when searching. This might 
be applicable here, where the entrepreneurs recognize opportunity sparingly via their search 
activities on the social media platforms, and hence do not see it as significant. On the other 
hand, this finding might be as a result of information overload, which comes as a result of 
spending so much time searching relevant information on the platforms. They become 
distracted by the volume of information received and thereby cannot recognize opportunities 
from them. Information and social media use overload has been identified as a factor that 
influences the discontinuous use of social media platforms in prior literature (Cao & Sun 
2018; Islam, Whelan & Brooks 2018; Kefi, Mlaiki & Kalika 2015), and may as well 
influence opportunity recognition among entrepreneurs.  
Gender was found to play a significant role in the impact of searching capability on the 
entrepreneurial opportunity recognition on social media platforms. From the multi-group 
analysis, searching capability strongly influenced opportunity recognition among the females 
in the overall sample and the Australian sample. Although the effect of searching capability 
on opportunity recognition was negative in the overall sample and both countries for the 
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males, they were not statistically significant. To explain the outcome, previous studies on 
social media have reported that females tend to search for information more on social media 
platforms (e.g. Haferkamp et al. 2012). Similar findings have been reported in entrepreneurial 
literature (e.g. Kuhn, Galloway & Collins-Williams 2016), where females searched more on 
social media to access information and seek online assistance. According to Mack, Marie-
Pierre and Redican (2017), female entrepreneurs using digital technology (e.g. social media) 
have less technology competence, which may drive them to utilize the search capability more 
and lead to better opportunity recognition. In addition, from the qualitative study, it was 
observed that the female respondents searched more for information regarding their 
businesses and sought for virtual mentors on the social media platforms. In Australia, due to 
their individualistic culture, the females may turn to the searching capability rather than 
socializing or asking for help from peers and hence, it is more significant than in Nigeria.  
Regarding the effect of business age, the difference based on the two groups (age<1 year and 
age>1 year) was not statistically significant in the overall sample and in both countries. 
However, it was worth noting that in both the overall sample (t=2.293) and Australian data 
(t=2.673), searching capability had a strong influence on opportunity recognition in 
businesses less than a year old, and was not statistically significant in businesses over a year 
old. It can thus be interpreted that young businesses should exploit the search capability of 
social media platforms to recognize new opportunities. This is vital to their business survival 
and growth (Dyer, Gregersen & Christensen 2008; Glavas, Mathews & Bianchi 2016), unlike 
businesses that are over a year old, which have a better knowledge of their business 
environment and are past the nascent stage.  
8.5.2.3 Observing capability 
The capability for social media to support observation (e.g. people, customer actions, and 
competitor) was found to be crucial to opportunity recognition. This was evidenced as 
observation capability was supported in the overall sample and in both countries. Literature 
around entrepreneurs offline (e.g. Neill, Metcalf & York 2015) has discussed the ability of 
entrepreneurs to observe market dynamics (Alvarez, Barney & Young 2010) as vital in aiding 
opportunity recognition. Dyer, Gregersen and Christensen (2008) in their study found that 
one of the factors that distinguishes an innovative entrepreneur from the ones that are not, is 
their ability to observe what drives opportunity recognition. Social media, due to its 
openness, connectivity and a large number of users on the platforms, allows for observation 
by clients, competitors, markets and everyday activities as evidenced in the interviews. Thus, 
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they can “connect the dots” (Baron 2006) based on patterns identified from their observation, 
to recognize new opportunities. The findings support Eesley and Roberts (2012), who opined 
that observation is done in areas that are around the entrepreneur’s passion and experience, as 
seen in the interviews. In contrast to the Dyer, Gregersen and Christensen (2008) submission 
that only innovative entrepreneurs observe, it was seen that observation capability was 
supported in the overall sample and in both countries. Not all entrepreneurs that filled the 
survey are innovative. Hence, social media offers a level playing ground for all entrepreneurs 
to observe and recognize opportunities. Thus, observation capability supports opportunity 
recognition, and it is not restricted to only the “innovative” entrepreneurs on social media.  
8.5.2.4 Experimenting capability 
Experimenting has been a primary way through which entrepreneurs create opportunities 
(Ardichvili, Cardozo & Ray 2003; Chetty, Karami & Martín 2018). This involves testing and 
validating their ideas over time (Alvarez & Barney 2007; Ghezzi 2019). According to 
Schmitt et al. (2018), experimenting is vital to early-stage entrepreneurs to recognize new 
opportunities and refine their initial products. Benitez, Llorens and Braojos (2018) posited the 
ability of IT tools to support experimenting as a vital capability in recognizing opportunities. 
Findings of the study revealed that the experimenting capability of social media platforms is 
vital in opportunity recognition. Social media, due to its ability to support experimenting, 
allows the entrepreneurs to test and validate their ideas using online polls or short story 
features on the platforms. As opined by Ghezzi (2019), initial opportunities created by 
entrepreneurs occur via experimenting. This was seen in the interviews, where some 
respondents (e.g. AUS3, NGR1, NGR5, NGR6) created opportunities by experimenting on 
the social media platforms. The experimenting activities on the platforms not only create 
opportunities for them but also aid in generating new insights for them, which has also been 
documented in offline literature (e.g. Burg & Romme 2014). Also, the ability of the 
entrepreneurs to target their customer bases has been vital in experimenting their new 
products across users with varying demographics. 
Based on the individual countries, experimenting capability was strongly supported among 
the Nigerian entrepreneurs ( =0.160, t=2.807), while it found no support in Australia 
( =0.093, t=1.420). This was not surprising as only one Australian entrepreneur admitted to 
recognizing new opportunities based on social media experimenting capabilities. This can be 
explained for two reasons. On the one hand, Australia is one of the most innovative countries 
in the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) (McLeod 2017), 
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and its experimentation activities can be inferred to be based off social media platforms. 
Therefore, they experiment less on social media platforms, and this leads to low opportunity 
recognition. On the other hand, Ghazavi (2018) noted that a reason for poor experimentation 
among Australian entrepreneurs is the social stigma that comes with failure. Thus, Australian 
entrepreneurs do not try new things, and this extends to their social media activities, as seen 
in the interviews. The fear of the stigma of failure might prevent them from experimenting on 
the platforms due to follow-ups from their social circle (e.g. friends) and hence, they do not 
maximize the experimenting capability of social media. 
The multi-group analysis revealed that there exists a significant difference between the 
genders (t=1.744). The results showed that the influence of the experimenting capability of 
social media on opportunity recognition is significant for the males (t=2.865) and not for the 
females (t=0.764). An explanation that can be given is based on risk-taking. While there is no 
definitive agreement on the difference in risk-taking among both genders (Tipu 2017), studies 
have aimed to distinguish among several risks which affect genders differently in 
entrepreneurship (Devine 2017). According to Della Giusta, Clot and Razzu (2019), females 
are more averse to financial risk. This is peculiar to social media platforms where money is 
used for targeting clients, and also some activities like polls to large audiences. The financial 
burden might be a turn-off for female entrepreneurs and therefore they may not use the 
experimenting capability for opportunity recognition. Another reason might be due to 
persistence. According to Mollick (2015), female entrepreneurs are more likely not to try 
again after failure in their start-up businesses (Kuppuswamy & Mollick 2015), which can also 
extend to the experiment conducted to create the opportunities for their businesses. Therefore, 
after failing with their experiment on social media, they are less likely to try again, and this 
will negatively influence their opportunity recognition on the platform. 
8.5.2.5 Data analytics capability 
Previous studies have discussed the importance of social media analytics to entrepreneur 
business such as marketing (Misirlis & Vlachopoulou 2018) and firm performance (Ashrafi et 
al. 2019; Dong & Yang 2020). However, literature has been silent on the role of data analytic 
on opportunity recognition. This study found that data analytic capability of social media was 
found to be the most significant driver of opportunity recognition in the overall sample and in 
both countries. This can be explained due to its ease of access and understanding. While 
Stieglitz et al. (2018) identified the challenges that are faced when trying to make sense of 
social media data (data analytics), the social media platforms have made it easy to use. The 
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in-built mini-analytic dashboards offered by the platforms allow the entrepreneurs to learn 
how their clients are interacting with their products by knowing which products are most 
sought after, and the outreach of their posts. This capability of social media allows the 
entrepreneur to recognize potential opportunities and also plan for their businesses.  
8.5.3 Opportunity Exploitation 
Opportunity recognition has always been a basis for opportunity exploitation. The findings of 
this study are consistent with what is understood in the literature (Foss, Lyngsie & Zahra 
2013; Kuckertz et al. 2017; Ren et al. 2016). In the overall data sample and in both countries, 
opportunity recognition was significantly related to opportunity exploitation. This is intuitive 
as you cannot exploit an opportunity when none has been recognized. However, in Australia, 
there was a significant difference between the genders (t=2.345). The male entrepreneurs 
were able to exploit opportunities significantly (t=5.380) unlike the female gender, where 
opportunity recognition does not necessarily translate to exploitation (t =1.551). This infers 
that while both genders recognize opportunities on social media platforms, the males 
primarily exploit the opportunities. This can be due to several reasons. Firstly, while female 
entrepreneurs in Australia have risen by 46% in the past 20 years (Australian Bureau of 
Statistics 2015), they still face huge challenges regarding funding, which is vital for 
exploiting opportunities (Waters 2018). According to the International Women’s Day 
Entrepreneurship survey, it was seen that 15% of female entrepreneurs raised above $100,000 
for their businesses, in contrast with 28% of males (Busby 2018). Also, 58% of Australian 
women do not start their businesses due to the absence of appropriate funding (Australian 
Bureau of Statistics 2015). Mentoring is another challenge for females in the male-dominated 
industry, which is acknowledged by previous research (McGowan et al. 2012; Mylonas & 
Petridou 2018). The absence of mentors to guide them on how to exploit recognized 
opportunities is also an important detriment.  
8.5.4 Resource Mobilization 
Resource mobilization is vital to the exploitation of opportunities by entrepreneurs 
(Andresen, Lundberg & Wincent 2014). Based on the study analyses, it was seen that 
resource mobilization did not moderate the relationship between opportunity recognition and 
opportunity exploitation as posited by Nambisan and Zahra (2016). Instead, building on the 
qualitative findings, resource mobilization drives the entrepreneurial business creation for 
only a few respondents. This might indicate that the majority of small business entrepreneurs 
are yet to mobilize resources on social media. While studies have identified the role of social 
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media in resource mobilization (e.g. Drummond, McGrath & O'Toole 2018; Quinton & 
Wilson 2016; Riverola & Miralles 2018; Sigfusson & Chetty 2013), they are qualitative 
studies. Resource mobilization was also supported based on the qualitative phase, but there is 
a lack of empirical evidence on its role in opportunity exploitation and it thus needs to be 
further explored. However, it was seen that resource mobilization partially mediated the 
relationship between opportunity recognition and exploitation. This supports the stance of 
previous studies that highlighted the vital role of resources in exploiting opportunities (Singh 
2016). 
8.6 General Factors Influencing Social Media Use and Opportunity Recognition For 
Entrepreneurs  
Research Question 3: What are the general factors that influence social media use and 
opportunity recognition for entrepreneurs?  
Building on the quantitative analysis, the general factors were identified based on their effect 
on the overall sample, independent of the result from the individual countries, as depicted in 
Figure 8.1. For the general factors that drive social media use, it was found that four factors 
play important roles. One factor was found to be crucial in each sub-category; platform 
perception (technological), external pressure (environmental), absorptive capacity 
(individual) and platform abuse (social media). However, the individual factor was found to 
be the most predominant in determining social media use by entrepreneurs. This lends 
support to the argument of the thesis that the factors considered in organizations’ social 
media use are not always applicable to individual entrepreneurs. Absorptive capacity had the 
most significant individual effect size (f
2
=0.119), which was three times larger than the next 
factor (platform perception f
2
=0.033). It was also the only factor to have a weak predictive 
relevance to social media use (q
2
=0.039). This finding was not surprising, as it is the only 
factor that all the respondents in the interview mentioned as driving their social media use. 
This has been corroborated by studies in technology adoption and use (Lee et al. 2012; 
Mayeh, Ramayah & Popa 2014) and social media (Bharati, Zhang & Chaudhury 2014) to be 
a vital factor. Social media use drives opportunity recognition. This was confirmed, both in 
the qualitative and quantitative studies.  
For social media capabilities that drive entrepreneur opportunity recognition, four out of the 
five (searching, observing, experimenting and data analytics) capabilities identified during 
the qualitative studies were supported. Data analytics capability was found to be the most 
essential factor in opportunity recognition. Its individual effect (f
2
=0.097) on opportunity 
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recognition was twice that of observing capability (f
2
=0.036). Data analytics, experimenting, 
searching and observing capabilities are consistent with opportunity recognition on social 
media because these capabilities must be intentionally used by the entrepreneurs, unlike 
networking capability, which is the primary function of the platforms. This is reflected as 
social networking sites and social media are used interchangeably and entrepreneurs use the 
capability without recourse to intentional action, while this diminishes the opportunity 
recognition based on the networking capability. 
In addressing the third research question of “what are the general factors that influence 
factors that influence social media use and opportunity recognition for entrepreneurs?”, it was 
found that platform perception, external pressure, absorptive capacity and platform abuse 
were vital for social media use while searching, observing, experimenting and data analytics 
capabilities were important for recognizing opportunities on the platforms. 
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Figure 8.1: Revised model depicting the vital factors influencing social media use and opportunity recognition for entrepreneurs on social media 
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8.7 Research Contribution 
This research contributes to entrepreneurship literature by revealing the factors that drive 
social media use and opportunity recognition. This led to uncovering valuable insights that 
are pertinent to academics and practitioners regarding how to maximize the benefits derived 
from social media platforms. The study-specific contribution will be discussed under the 
theoretical, practical and methodological subsections below. 
8.7.1 Theoretical Contribution 
Primarily, this research contributes to the current body of knowledge by integrating the two 
strands of social media and entrepreneurship research (use and impact). In doing this, it 
combined the TOE and opportunity recognition framework to investigate the impact of social 
media use on opportunity recognition. The study contributes by developing a research model, 
which includes factors that drive social media use and social media capabilities to explain the 
use and the extent of opportunity recognition and exploitation on the platform. These led to 
original contributions in both theoretical and empirical research on social media and 
entrepreneurs which are summarized in Table 8.1 at the end of the section. In discussing the 
theoretical contributions made by the study, the guidelines of Corley and Gioia (2011) and 
Whetten (1989) were followed, which are discussed below. 
Firstly, the study derives its originality by generating revelatory insight about extant 
understanding of entrepreneurial opportunity recognition. It contributes to the opportunity 
recognition framework by evaluating it on social media platforms and thereby extending it by 
identifying three new drivers (experimenting, observing, and data analytic), which were not 
previously covered. The study identified five capabilities of social media on opportunity 
recognition, which aimed to extend the current understanding of how IT tools influence 
opportunity recognition (Benitez, Llorens & Braojos 2018; Nambisan & Zahra 2016). In 
addition, the study contributed by showing that the ways opportunities are recognized on 
social media differs from those identified for the face-to-face environment, by earlier studies. 
These differences are evident based on the role of networking and searching, which are vital 
in the offline environment (Ardichvili, Cardozo & Ray 2003; George et al. 2016; Shu, Ren & 
Zheng 2018; Song et al. 2017) but are not crucial based on the findings. Rather, social media 
data analytic capability was found to be the most vital. Contributions were also made to 
resource mobilization literature by identifying the role of social media in mobilizing 
resources for exploiting recognized opportunities, which is in line with current literature 
(Drummond, McGrath & O'Toole 2018; Riverola & Miralles 2018). However, it was found 
Discussion and Conclusion 
215 
 
that the moderating impact of resource mobilization is not theoretically significant, which 
implies that the majority of entrepreneurs have not been able to mobilize resources via the 
platforms. 
Secondly, the study contributes incrementally to the TOE framework by identifying 
important factors that drive social media use among entrepreneurs. The study diverges from 
the majority of the research in the domain by focusing on the individuality of the 
entrepreneurs in investigating social media use. The study attempts to provide a holistic view 
of factors that drive social media use among entrepreneurs in four dimensions: technology, 
individual, environment and social media factors. Most of the factors explored in the study 
(e.g. technology peculiarity, absorptive capacity, quality infrastructure, platform abuse, and 
information overload), to the best of the researcher’s knowledge, have not been considered in 
social media and entrepreneur literature. This solidifies the initial proposition that the factors 
identified by organizational studies are not always applicable to individual scenarios, which 
was highlighted by previous studies (e.g. Baker 2012; Gangwar, Date & Raoot 2014; Jiang, 
Chen & Lai 2010), and also extended the classical TOE framework to individuals. The social 
media specific factors (e.g. information overload and platform abuse) were also included in 
the TOE framework, which has not been considered by previous studies on social media and 
entrepreneurs/SMEs, thus extending the framework. 
Thirdly, the findings of the study further contribute to theory by explaining the differences 
that exist between country/culture, genders and age of the business. The research built on 
diverse data (two countries differing in culture and development levels) to investigate the 
factors that drive social media use and opportunity recognition. This is vital as studies in 
social media and entrepreneurship have called for the consideration of culture in investigating 
the factors that drive its use and impact (Alalwan et al. 2017; Ngai, Tao & Moon 2015; 
Smith, Smith & Shaw 2017). A study conducted across different cultures was important as 
the majority of the studies on social media and entrepreneurship have been situated in 
developed western countries, with developing countries (especially Africa) being under-
represented. This thesis has led to the identification of contextual factors such as quality 
infrastructure and perceived resource availability to be significant in Nigeria but not in 
Australia in influencing social media use. Also, the different capabilities of social media are 
crucial to driving entrepreneur recognitions as differences among the genders (searching and 
experimenting) and age of the business (searching and networking) were discovered.  
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Fourthly, this study not only reorientates the factors that drive social media use at the 
individual level, it also discusses the impact of social media use on entrepreneurial 
opportunity recognition. While studies have long speculated on the role of social media use 
on opportunity recognition (e.g Fischer & Reuber 2011; Mack, Marie-Pierre & Redican 2017; 
Nambisan & Zahra 2016); this study empirically validates its role. It advances on the current 
empirical studies (e.g. Mumi, Ciuchta & Yang 2018; Park, Sung & Im 2017) by identifying 
the several capabilities of social media that make opportunity recognition possible. Also, it 
went beyond the recognition step and investigated the role of resource mobilization on social 
media to opportunity exploitation, which has not been considered empirically to the best of 
the researcher’s knowledge. This is topical due to the rise in the use of social media among 
entrepreneurs.  
Fifthly, the study contributes to theory by highlighting the role of absorptive capacity on 
social media use. The findings show that it is the biggest driver of social media use regardless 
of the culture or the country, thereby undermining the stance of Gao et al. (2017) that 
absorptive capacity is better studied at the firm level. Also, while earlier studies have 
highlighted the role of absorptive capacity on the perceived ease of use (Mayeh, Ramayah & 
Mishra 2016) and perceived usefulness (Hossain, Bhuiyan, et al. 2018) in influencing 
technology use; this study reports the contrast where platform perception is an antecedent to 
absorptive capacity in the Nigerian sample. 
Table 8.1: Summary of theoretical contribution 
Theory Contribution  
Technological-
Organization-
Environmental 
(TOE) 
Framework 
The study contributed to the TOE framework in the following ways: 
1. Extended the TOE framework to opportunity recognition, thus going 
beyond the adoption or use stage that the framework is used to 
investigate. 
2. Identified contextual factors to social media use by entrepreneurs such 
as platform perception, technology peculiarity, poor ICT infrastructure 
and perceived resource availability. 
3. Extended the TOE framework to include social media factors such as 
information overload and platform abuse which are context-specific. 
4. Studied the TOE concerning individuals rather than organizations 
which is a position highlighted by recent studies. 
5. Highlighted the role of absorptive capacity on social media use where 
it is the biggest driver regardless of culture or country. Thus 
highlighting the applicability of the construct at the individual level. 
Opportunity 
Recognition 
Framework 
The study contributes to opportunity recognition framework in the 
following ways: 
1. It is one of the few studies that empirically validate the effect of social 
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media use on entrepreneurial opportunity recognition and to what 
extent. 
2. Identified five capabilities of social media that drive opportunity 
recognition. Of the five, three (experimenting, observing, and data 
analytic) are not in the original framework, thus extending it. 
3. Highlighted the differences that exist in recognizing opportunities in 
face-to-face environment and social media. The role of networking 
and searching are paramount in the face-to-face environment, but not 
on social media. 
4. Discussed that resource mobilization on social media aid in exploiting 
opportunities. However, the majority of entrepreneurs are not able to 
maximally mobilize resource on the platforms.  
Technological-
Organization-
Environmental 
(TOE) and 
Opportunity 
Recognition 
Frameworks 
The study contributes to both theories concurrently by identifying the 
differences that exist between country/culture, genders and age of the 
business which has been identified by previous studies to be of theoretical 
significance. 
 
 
8.7.2 Practical Implication 
The study made practical contributions to entrepreneurs’ social media use in informing how 
opportunities can be recognized on the platforms. The contributions will be discussed under 
three headings; entrepreneur, policies, and social media technology to provide useful 
recommendations on social media use.  
8.7.2.1 Implications for Entrepreneurs 
In contributing to entrepreneurial activities, this study identified the role of social media in 
opportunity recognition as well as several capabilities of social media that drive opportunity 
recognition. In addition, the study provided empirical evidence of how the capabilities 
support opportunity recognition; thereby highlighting the most vital and the least needed, 
depending on the culture or gender of the entrepreneurs. As such, entrepreneurs should 
review their social media use strategy to tailor it to maximise their needs to recognize 
opportunities. The identified implications and recommendations, from this study, include: 
1. Entrepreneurs should endeavor to follow social media accounts that are outside their 
domain. This will give them access to establishing weak-ties and also have unique 
information which is vital for opportunity recognition. 
2. Entrepreneurs should make more use of the data analytic feature that is built into the 
social media platforms to improve their opportunity recognition. 
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3. Entrepreneurs should observe activities on social media ranging from their clients to 
their customers in order to recognize potential opportunities. 
Secondly, the study provided valuable insights to factors that influence social media use, thus 
helping them to know the biggest contributors to their use of the platforms and also 
identifying the factors that can be improved in order to avoid discontinued use of the 
platforms. It is, therefore, recommended that entrepreneurs take advantage of the differences 
between social media platforms by having separate strategies for distinct platforms to 
maximize the derived benefits. 
Thirdly, the study elaborated on the importance of absorptive capacity in entrepreneurial use 
of the platforms. Thus, it is implied that entrepreneurs should strive to recognize the immense 
value that social media can add to their businesses, and also try to acquire the required 
resources in using the platforms. They should understand and implement how to best use the 
platforms, while being aware of the differences that exist between them to maximize the 
benefits derived while exploiting the platforms for their business purposes. 
8.7.2.2 Implication to Policies 
In formulating policies to guide the activities of governmental entities and entrepreneurial 
organizations (e.g. incubators, activators), this study makes the following recommendations. 
Firstly, the Nigerian government should allow for a conducive environment where there can 
be adequate infrastructural development that will enable entrepreneurs to derive optimum 
benefit from their social media use. While the Nigerian government has taken strides in 
improving the infrastructure; such as reducing the cost of mobile data (Chiedozie & 
Ogunfuwa 2019; Okonji 2019); it is still unaffordable for most entrepreneurs to use for their 
business activities. Also, special attention should be paid to female entrepreneurs regarding 
how poor ICT infrastructure impacts their use of social media. Thus, governments can 
introduce special offers for female entrepreneurs that will help in reducing the impact of ICT 
infrastructure, such as cheaper subscription plans, lower energy bills and funds to better 
improve their use of social media for their business.  
Secondly, governments should establish programmes (e.g. bootcamps, accelerators) where 
the use of social media for positive business use will be taught as an integral part of the 
business development process. This will help the entrepreneurs to know how to recognize 
opportunities from these platforms and also reduce the likelihood of the entrepreneurs 
moving away from social media use. Thirdly, resources (e.g. funds, trainee programmes) 
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should be invested by the government in entrepreneurial businesses after opportunities have 
been recognized on social media platforms. This will improve the exploitation of the 
opportunities, which will lead to the creation and growth of entrepreneur business, which is 
vital to the country’s economy. 
Fourthly, incubators and mentors should take note of the salient differences that exist among 
the genders, cultures and business ages when recommending the use of social media to 
entrepreneurs. These differences will be summarized below: 
1. External infrastructure influences females’ use of social media more, and thus they 
need to be provided with adequate infrastructure. 
2. Australian female entrepreneurs are more likely to be influenced by information 
overload from social media platforms, which implies that their exposure to the same 
should be monitored. 
3. Australian male entrepreneurs recognize more opportunities from social media 
platforms and, also, exploit them better. This implies that they should be further 
encouraged to use the platforms to identify potential opportunities. However, in 
Nigeria, the females recognize more opportunities and should be encouraged to use 
social media for their businesses. 
4. Females (especially Australians) recognize more opportunities through the searching 
capabilities of the social media platforms. 
5. Experimenting capabilities are more helpful to the males in recognizing opportunities 
on social media platforms. 
6. Australian young businesses should exploit the search capability of social media more 
and network less as it is detrimental to them in recognizing opportunities. However, 
older businesses (> 1 year) should make use of the networking capability more in 
recognizing opportunities on social media platforms. 
8.7.2.3 Implication for Social Media Companies 
For social media platforms, it is suggested that developers should make their platforms 
friendly and resourceful for entrepreneurs. This involves improving key aspects like search 
engine optimization, which allows for entrepreneur businesses to be found easily on the 
platforms (Smith 2019). This was referenced by several of the respondents as a major reason 
for them to be on the platforms. Also, there is a need for the platforms to be easy to assimilate 
and useful for entrepreneur business. This is vital, as entrepreneurs’ perception of social 
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media is heavily contingent on their ability to exploit it for their businesses, which drives the 
platform’s use. The ability for the entrepreneurs to be able to identify and exploit (absorptive 
capacity of the entrepreneur) will influence their perception of the platforms. 
Furthermore, social media companies should improve their platforms by allowing for 
entrepreneurs to be able to measure their return on investment (ROI) on their accounts; by 
tracking how much they spend, the conversion rates and other metrics that were identified by 
McCann and Barlow (2015). In addition, while the platforms have made significant 
improvement in refining their data analytics features in recent years; they can further 
incorporate new functionalities that enhance entrepreneurial opportunity recognition. This 
includes better support for experimentation via real-time extensions or modification (product) 
features to the platforms. Also, they should endeavour to reduce abuse on the platforms to 
improve their use for entrepreneurs. 
8.8 Limitation and Future Works 
This research has aimed to further the understanding of factors that drive entrepreneur social 
media use and the role of social media in opportunity recognition. The research aims that 
were set out at the beginning of this study have been achieved. The research, being an 
exploratory study, contributed to the current knowledge. However, it poses more questions to 
be understood in social media and opportunity recognition research. The several limitations 
of the study have been identified and can be researched in future works. Firstly, while the 
study aims to ensure generalizability of the findings by using two contrasting countries in 
culture and development, these findings are not sufficient from which to draw conclusive 
findings. Future studies can extend the work by evaluating it on three or more countries per 
group (e.g. individualist or collectivist; developed and developing) to further understand the 
differences in the factors that drive social media use, and also opportunity recognition on 
social media platforms. 
Secondly, the study was cross-sectional with self-reported measures. The factors that were 
found to drive social media use by entrepreneurs may be temporal. This is particularly 
pertinent to social platforms that evolve steadily, and thus factors at a specific time may not 
be applicable at other times. Due to this, it is essential to better understand the factors and 
their relationships over a timespan, which can be achieved using a longitudinal study. In 
addition, the use of self-reported measures allows for bias to be introduced in the findings. 
The use of documented records over time (e.g., sales, number of clients, events attended) 
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coupled with a longitudinal study, will unveil a set of complex dynamics in opportunity 
recognition and social media, which cannot be achieved using a cross-sectional study. This 
will allow for a more factual understanding and also provide better insights on the 
relationship of social media, opportunity recognition, resource mobilization and exploitation 
of opportunities. 
Thirdly, the constructs in evaluating social media capabilities (networking, searching, 
observing, experimenting and data analytics) were formative. Thus, the precise contribution 
of each of their sub-dimensions cannot be explicitly measured. For instance, in the study of 
Smith, Smith and Shaw (2017), networking capability is made up of six sub-dimensions, 
while searching capability has five. This study investigated the prominent ones identified by 
the respondents using a formative construct. This can be improved by evaluating each sub-
dimension as a construct reflectively to understand how they contribute to the capabilities. 
This will be vital to academics and practitioners alike, as it will identify important 
dimensions that need to be concentrated on to drive opportunity recognition. Networking 
capability has always been consistent as a vital driver of opportunity recognition (Shu, Ren & 
Zheng 2018; Song et al. 2017), which was not supported in this study. It might be down to 
some sub-dimensions not being significant, hence an understanding of the individual 
contribution of the sub-dimensions reflectively will further the understanding of opportunity 
recognition on social media. 
Fourthly, the scope of the study was restricted to small-scale entrepreneurs (<20 employees) 
and those in the service or e-retail industry. This small scope may have left room for not 
understanding the factors that drive social media use and opportunity recognition in other 
industries, such as manufacturing or medium-scale businesses (<200 employees). While this 
study is an initial effort in understanding opportunity recognition on social media platforms, 
it will be imperative to investigate the factors across several industries and business sizes. For 
instance, the study of Dong and Yang (2020) found that social media data analytics improves 
the business performance of small business better than large business. Is that also replicable 
to opportunity recognition? That is an area of future investigation that is paramount to the 
understanding of entrepreneur literature. 
Fifthly, the social media platforms were investigated together without differentiating them. 
Based on the qualitative phase of the study, it was seen that the way the platforms are used 
differs, which influences the factors that drive their use and also how opportunities are 
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recognized through them. The study of Fernandes, Belo and Castela (2016) classified social 
media as knowledge/professional oriented (LinkedIn, Twitter) and social/personal oriented 
(Facebook/Instagram) platforms. It is posited that the way opportunities are recognized on 
these platforms will differ, and also how the capabilities are deployed will be distinct, which 
will be vital in identifying best practices for young entrepreneurs.  
Sixthly, due to the various capabilities of social media, it drives opportunity recognition, as 
seen in the study. Previous research has primarily dichotomized entrepreneurs into necessity-
driven and opportunity-driven entrepreneurs (Reynolds et al. 2005; Reynolds et al. 2002). 
The former starts a business due to the absence of an alternative, and the latter engages in 
entrepreneurship due to opportunities identified in the environment. Recent studies have 
challenged this notion (Naudé et al. 2008; Williams & Williams 2014). Social media can 
further blur the lines between this classification due to its pervasiveness and ubiquity. It can 
give room to start a business based on necessity with opportunities identified or enacted via 
social media platforms. Thus, its role in empowering entrepreneurs and how it shapes their 
motivation over time should be investigated.  
Lastly, in recognizing opportunities, the study only considered social media capabilities. 
However, the individual entrepreneur’s personality also influences opportunity recognition 
(Ardichvili, Cardozo & Ray 2003; George et al. 2016; Lim & Xavier 2015; Neneh 2019). It 
will be important to understand the interplay that exists between individual characteristics 
and social media capabilities in recognizing opportunities. For instance, seasoned 
entrepreneurs identify more opportunities by searching for information than novice 
entrepreneurs, who heavily depend on their previous experience (Westhead, Ucbasaran & 
Wright 2009). The latter entrepreneur may stand to benefit from the searching capability of 
social media better. Also, the entrepreneur's cognition, which may benefit their observing and 
experimenting capabilities as “connecting the dots” (Baron 2006), is pronounced on social 
media with a large number of users. These factors are not covered in the study and this will 
be an exciting area for future research.  
8.9 Conclusion 
Social media has no doubt influenced the way entrepreneurs carry out their business 
activities. However, its role in entrepreneur business is still a contemporary issue in 
understanding how it influences core business processes like opportunity recognition. This 
study investigated the factors that drive social media use at the entrepreneur individual level 
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and their impact on opportunity recognition. It also highlighted factors that influence social 
media use and social media capabilities that drive opportunity recognition. It is hoped that 
entrepreneurs can benefit from the findings of the study, in improving their social media use 
and opportunity recognition. 
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Appendix 1 Interview Protocol 
 
Interview protocol 
 Business Name:                  Date: 
Business Industry & Country:            SM platform used:  
Demographics (Education, age, gender):     years of business:  
The interview will semi-structured and will allow participants to raise and explore issues relevant to 
the research. The following questions are indicative questions that will act as a question guide for the 
start of the interview. 
 
1. Can you kindly describe your business?  
Probe  
· General discussion about the business and its industry,  
· Uniqueness of the business and what they do  
· Their customer base and how they connect to suppliers 
 
2. Can you explain about the type of SM you use and how? 
· What platforms do you use? 
· Why did you choose these platforms? (Why did you not use it against other platforms?, why 
did you keep using the platforms) 
· How are you using the platforms? (What do you post, how often do you update, what 
challenges do you face when using these platforms) 
3. Can you remember an incident where SM helped you to identify an opportunity with examples 
(story behind it) 
Opportunity with respect to (new product/services, new markets, new ways to produce / better 
production technology, New idea that was developed, new ways to serve customers efficiently and 
better) 
Probes and Examples  
· Identified a new market or new places to sell your materials or products  
A friend of mine was surfing online and realized that bankers and students were complaining of their 
inability to have their food ordered and delivered to them. He saw it as a new market opportunity and 
exploited (with respect to market) 
· Identified a new service or new product 
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A local chef found a new cooking recipe online while searching a popular chef page and tried in her 
local restaurants (new products and/or services) 
· Enhance how you produce or products 
A business man through his network contacts online discovered that there is a better way and 
technology for processing wine (production technology)  
· Better serve your customers 
A retail store owner redesigned her shopping arrangement based on images found on social media 
groups to ease congestion and enhance good displays (Customer service) 
4. Can you explain how SM use helps you in recognizing those opportunities? 
Probing and example  
· Networking (based on the examples of opportunities above (product enhancement)) 
· Information search (based on the examples of opportunities above (New services /product) 
5. What do you think enhances or negatively affects opportunity identification and exploitation on 
SM? 
Probing  
· Trust  
· Anonymity 
· Confidentiality 
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Appendix 2 Questionnaire 
 
Questionnaire  
 
Social Media Use and its Effect on Entrepreneur Opportunity Recognition 
 
This study aims to identify the factors that affect social media use by entrepreneurs and how the 
use may assist an entrepreneur’s ability to recognise new business opportunities. In addressing 
this research the following questions will be addressed: 
1)   What factors affect the use of Social Media (SM) by an entrepreneur? 
2)   How does the use of SM influence Opportunity Recognition (OR) for entrepreneurs? 
3)   What are the differences in SM use and the influence of SM on OR between a developing and 
developed country?  
 
 
Thank You  
 
Sample Questions 
 
Demographics  
What is your gender  Male  Female 
What is your age category  18-25  26-30  31-35  36 and above 
How long have you been running your 
business 
<1year  1-3years  4-6 years 7-10 years  
 Over 10 years 
How long have you been using social 
media for your business 
<1year  1-3years  4-6 years 7-10 years  
 Over 10 years 
Your highest level of formal education  No formal education  Primary school  High 
school  College  University and above 
How many staffs  Sole business  <5  5-10  11-20 
Country  Australia  Nigeria 
 
Section A: In this section, the researcher is interested in understanding how technological 
factors influences social media use. Please SELECT the number that best matches your view 
of the statement (where 1 =Strongly Disagree and 5 =Strongly Agree) 
 Statements 1 =Strongly Disagree; 2 
=Disagree; 3 =Neutral; 4 =Agree; 
5 =Strongly Agree 
 Platform Perception  
1 Generally, I believe social media is easy to use  1  2  3  4  5  
2 In general, using the social media is advantageous.  1  2  3  4  5  
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3 In all, social media provide me with high quality 
information 
 1  2  3  4  5  
4 Overall, I think I trust social media platforms  1  2  3  4  5  
 Technology Peculiarity  
5 The social media platforms work differently from 
each other 
 1  2  3  4  5  
6 The way the customer behave on each social 
media platform is different 
 1  2  3  4  5  
7 The social media platforms handle my personal 
information differently 
 1  2  3  4  5  
8 I worry about my security on social media 
platforms differently 
 1  2  3  4  5  
 
Section B: In this section, the researcher is interested in understanding how environmental 
factors influences social media use. 
 Statements 1 =Strongly Disagree; 2 
=Disagree; 3 =Neutral; 4 =Agree; 
5 =Strongly Agree 
 External Pressure  
9 I believe that if I do not apply social media in my 
business I will lose business opportunities to my 
competitors 
 1  2  3  4  5  
10 The number of competitor/business joining social 
media at present makes me feel the need to apply 
social media in my business 
 1  2  3  4  5  
11 Our customers are demanding for us to use social 
media in doing business with them. 
 1  2  3  4  5  
12 The people important to me recommend using 
social media for my business 
 1  2  3  4  5  
 External Infrastructure  
13 The internet subscription cost to use social media 
is high 
 1  2  3  4  5  
14 To get internet connection is notconvenient for 
me 
 1  2  3  4  5  
15 Internet quality is not good for me   1  2  3  4  5  
16 I have inadequate electricity supply in my area  1  2  3  4  5  
 
Section C: In this section, the researcher is interested in understanding how entrepreneur/ 
organization factors influence social media use. 
 Statements 1 =Strongly Disagree; 2 
=Disagree; 3 =Neutral; 4 =Agree; 
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5 =Strongly Agree 
 Perceived Resource Availability   
17 I have limited time to use social media  1  2  3  4  5  
18 I have limited skill to use social media  1  2  3  4  5  
19 I have limited money to use social media  1  2  3  4  5 
20 Overall, I have limited effort in using social 
media  
 1  2  3  4  5  
 Absorptive Capacity  
21 I have rich information on the state-of-art of 
social media 
 1  2  3  4  5  
22 I intensively participate in the assessment of the 
benefits of social media 
 1  2  3  4  5  
23 I have the necessary knowledge to learn social 
media 
 1  2  3  4  5  
24 I have the competences to implement social media  1  2  3  4  5 
 
Section D: In this section, the researcher is interested in understanding how social media 
factors influences social media use. 
 Statements 1 =Strongly Disagree; 2 
=Disagree; 3 =Neutral; 4 =Agree; 
5 =Strongly Agree 
 Platform Abuse  
25 I am afraid people may steal my business ideas 
from social media 
 1  2  3  4  5  
26 I am afraid that easy creation of accounts may 
result to scam on social media 
 1  2  3  4  5  
27 I am afraid that people may damage my reputation 
even before I defend myself on social media  
 1  2  3  4  5  
28 Overall, there is a high possibility that people may 
abuse social media platforms 
 1  2  3  4  5  
 Information Overload  
29 I am often distracted by the excessive amount of 
information on social media 
 1  2  3  4  5  
30 I am overwhelmed by the amount of information 
that I process on a daily basis from social media 
 1  2  3  4  5  
31 I find too much information on social media to 
synthesize 
 1  2  3  4  5  
 
Section E: In this section, the researcher is interested in understanding how frequently you 
use social for the following actions (1=not at all, 5 =very frequently) 
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 Statements (1=not at all; 2 =Rarely; 3 
=Neutral; 4 =Frequently; 5 =very 
frequently) 
 Social Media Use  
 How frequently do you use social media to:  
32 Attract new customers   1  2  3  4  5  
33 To nurture relationships with clients and 
customers 
 1  2  3  4  5  
34 Advertise and promote product/services  1  2  3  4  5  
35 Search for information  1  2  3  4  5  
36 Observe other social media accounts   1  2  3  4  5  
 
Section F: In this section, the researcher is interested in understanding opportunities that is 
recognized on social media platforms. 
 Statements 1 =Strongly Disagree; 2 
=Disagree; 3 =Neutral; 4 
=Agree; 5 =Strongly Agree 
 Opportunity Recognition  
 When on social media, I frequently recognize 
opportunities that can be converted into: 
 
37 New products/services  1  2  3  4  5  
38 Entering new markets  1  2  3  4  5  
39 Better ways to serve the customers   1  2  3  4  5  
40 To participate in events  1  2  3  4  5  
41 Overall, from social media, I recognize potential 
opportunities 
 1  2  3  4  5  
 
Section G: In this section, the researcher is interested in understanding how social media 
supports opportunity recognition. 
 Statements 1 =Strongly Disagree; 2 
=Disagree; 3 =Neutral; 4 
=Agree; 5 =Strongly Agree 
 Using social media, I can:  
 Networking Capability  
42 Efficiently interact with other people  1  2  3  4  5  
43 Send/receive information/content on a large scale  1  2  3  4  5  
44 Access my own and other people social media networks   1  2  3  4  5  
45 Interact with people across multiple distinct platforms  1  2  3  4  5  
 Searching Capability   
46 Efficiently search for all kind of information I need   1  2  3  4  5  
47 Effectively capture/retrieve specific information  1  2  3  4  5  
48 See archived/old information  1  2  3  4  5  
49 Effectively review posts/contents over time  1  2  3  4  5  
 Observing Capability  
50 Observe how people interact with products/services   1  2  3  4  5  
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51 Observe how customers use my products/services   1  2  3  4  5  
52 Observe what competitors do on social media   1  2  3  4  5  
53 Observe everyday experiences  1  2  3  4  5  
 Experimenting Capability  
54 Experiment to understand new ways of doing things  1  2  3  4  5  
55 Test how my products/services will sell  1  2  3  4  5  
56 Validate my products/services quality  1  2  3  4  5  
58 Target my products to a specific market/location  1  2  3  4  5  
 Data Analytic Capability  
 Using social media data, I can:  
59 Plan my business strategies  1  2  3  4  5  
60 
Know more about my potential customers 
characteristics 
 1  2  3  4  5  
61 
Get most recent customer perception towards my 
business 
 1  2  3  4  5  
62 
Overall, Using social media data, I can identify new 
trends  
 1  2  3  4  5  
 
Section H: In this section, the researcher is interested in understanding how resource is 
mobilized by the entrepreneur  
 Statements 1 =Strongly Disagree; 2 
=Disagree; 3 =Neutral; 4 =Agree; 
5 =Strongly Agree 
 Capital Acquisition  
   
63 I have access to new investors   1  2  3  4  5  
64 I can attract new partnerships   1  2  3  4  5  
65 I can attract new staff   1  2  3  4  5  
66 I can access new credit   1  2  3  4  5  
 
Section I: In this section, the researcher is interested in understanding steps taken for the 
opportunity to be exploited 
 Statements 1 =Strongly Disagree; 2 
=Disagree; 3 =Neutral; 4 =Agree; 
5 =Strongly Agree 
 Opportunity Exploitation  
 In the past 12 months, I have:  
67 Introduced new product/service.  1  2  3  4  5  
68 Entered new markets  1  2  3  4  5  
69 Introduced better ways to serve my customers   1  2  3  4  5  
70 Participated in trade fairs (online/offline)  1  2  3  4  5  
 Participated in trade fairs (online/offline)  
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Appendix 3 Items Variance Inflation Factor  
Item Overall Australia Nigeria 
AC1 1.433 1.634 1.301 
AC2 1.516 1.707 1.342 
AC3 1.795 1.909 1.598 
AC4 1.597 1.681 1.451 
DA1 1.975 1.709 1.760 
DA2 1.992 1.815 1.820 
DA3 2.452 1.960 2.316 
DA4 2.066 1.941 1.568 
EC1 1.658 1.551 1.488 
EC2 2.125 2.128 1.808 
EC3 1.970 2.115 1.644 
EC4 1.556 1.786 1.338 
EI1 1.149 1.166 1.083 
EI2 1.041 1.010 1.054 
EI4 1.118 1.158 1.036 
EP1 1.298 1.503 1.271 
EP2 1.454 1.578 1.279 
EP3 1.397 1.655 1.181 
EP4 1.313 1.418 0.000 
IO1 1.268 1.652 1.126 
IO2 1.500 2.329 1.126 
IO3 1.523 1.950 0.000 
NC1 1.811 1.799 1.543 
NC2 1.890 1.781 1.640 
NC3 1.746 1.941 1.580 
NC4 2.152 2.221 1.722 
OC1 1.606 1.778 1.259 
OC2 1.591 1.892 1.277 
OC3 1.784 1.790 1.503 
OC4 1.844 1.743 1.541 
OE1 1.675 1.575 1.689 
OE2 1.544 1.516 1.507 
OE3 1.663 1.863 1.402 
OE4 1.210 1.456 0.000 
OR * RM 1.000 1.000 1.000 
OR1 1.952 2.161 1.262 
OR2 1.882 2.396 0.000 
OR3 1.937 2.058 1.300 
OR4 1.616 1.671 1.357 
OR5 2.175 1.991 1.755 
OR6 2.363 2.233 1.735 
PA1 1.465 1.781 1.339 
PA2 1.839 2.404 1.581 
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 PA3 1.685 1.974 1.582 
PA4 1.360 1.745 1.194 
PP1 1.431 2.340 1.140 
PP2 1.872 2.666 1.334 
PP3 1.725 1.998 1.346 
PP4 1.272 1.599 1.133 
PR1 1.279 1.646 1.131 
PR2 1.583 2.470 1.263 
PR3 1.273 1.879 1.120 
PR4 1.635 2.336 1.310 
RM1 1.918 2.210 1.951 
RM2 2.335 2.845 2.124 
RM3 1.812 1.929 1.671 
RM4 1.703 1.864 1.588 
SC1 1.975 1.602 1.879 
SC2 2.313 2.069 1.894 
SC3 2.061 1.842 1.674 
SC4 2.057 2.025 1.532 
SU1 1.602 1.790 1.396 
SU2 1.706 1.940 1.488 
SU3 1.428 1.799 1.282 
SU4 1.502 1.718 1.124 
SU5 1.450 1.862 0.000 
TP1 1.171 1.315 1.144 
TP2 1.254 1.491 1.209 
TP3 1.668 2.573 1.452 
TP4 1.624 2.461 1.418 
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Appendix 4 Latent variable correlations 
 
Latent variable correlations for both countries 
  AC DA EC EI EP IO NC OC OE OR PA PP PRA RM SC SU TP 
AC 1.000 0.539 0.531 0.379 0.381 0.172 0.494 0.503 0.449 0.588 0.313 0.478 -0.170 0.394 0.503 0.537 0.304 
DA 0.539 1.000 0.749 0.348 0.421 0.201 0.637 0.701 0.522 0.750 0.358 0.462 -0.183 0.471 0.697 0.578 0.290 
EC 0.531 0.749 1.000 0.364 0.449 0.189 0.630 0.719 0.505 0.694 0.341 0.480 -0.132 0.454 0.669 0.561 0.277 
EI 0.379 0.348 0.364 1.000 0.358 0.285 0.294 0.335 0.325 0.404 0.338 0.320 0.008 0.300 0.345 0.324 0.277 
EP 0.381 0.421 0.449 0.358 1.000 0.279 0.385 0.458 0.342 0.493 0.414 0.424 -0.015 0.304 0.414 0.397 0.343 
IO 0.172 0.201 0.189 0.285 0.279 1.000 0.156 0.225 0.166 0.230 0.346 0.106 0.102 0.147 0.241 0.171 0.263 
NC 0.494 0.637 0.630 0.294 0.385 0.156 1.000 0.691 0.407 0.639 0.324 0.510 -0.221 0.375 0.685 0.526 0.350 
OC 0.503 0.701 0.719 0.335 0.458 0.225 0.691 1.000 0.489 0.707 0.348 0.473 -0.169 0.443 0.718 0.532 0.312 
OE 0.449 0.522 0.505 0.325 0.342 0.166 0.407 0.489 1.000 0.548 0.213 0.298 -0.060 0.533 0.420 0.543 0.217 
OR 0.588 0.750 0.694 0.404 0.493 0.230 0.639 0.707 0.548 1.000 0.380 0.518 -0.195 0.482 0.674 0.656 0.337 
PA 0.313 0.358 0.341 0.338 0.414 0.346 0.324 0.348 0.213 0.380 1.000 0.196 -0.058 0.188 0.346 0.320 0.292 
PP 0.478 0.462 0.480 0.320 0.424 0.106 0.510 0.473 0.298 0.518 0.196 1.000 -0.184 0.291 0.497 0.447 0.347 
PRA -0.170 -0.183 -0.132 0.008 -0.015 0.102 -0.221 -0.169 -0.060 -0.195 -0.058 -0.184 1.000 -0.040 -0.166 -0.157 -0.044 
RM 0.394 0.471 0.454 0.300 0.304 0.147 0.375 0.443 0.533 0.482 0.188 0.291 -0.040 1.000 0.401 0.429 0.153 
SC 0.503 0.697 0.669 0.345 0.414 0.241 0.685 0.718 0.420 0.674 0.346 0.497 -0.166 0.401 1.000 0.520 0.313 
SU 0.537 0.578 0.561 0.324 0.397 0.171 0.526 0.532 0.543 0.656 0.320 0.447 -0.157 0.429 0.520 1.000 0.275 
TP 0.304 0.290 0.277 0.277 0.343 0.263 0.350 0.312 0.217 0.337 0.292 0.347 -0.044 0.153 0.313 0.275 1.000 
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Latent variable correlations for Australia 
  AC DA EC EI EP IO NC OC OE OR PA PP PRA RM SC SU TP 
AC 1.000 0.552 0.594 0.510 0.522 0.193 0.568 0.559 0.492 0.606 0.394 0.541 0.082 0.480 0.561 0.565 0.524 
DA 0.552 1.000 0.742 0.381 0.481 0.171 0.640 0.644 0.592 0.752 0.404 0.478 0.104 0.594 0.640 0.643 0.365 
EC 0.594 0.742 1.000 0.429 0.515 0.206 0.728 0.726 0.538 0.716 0.435 0.536 0.149 0.486 0.707 0.648 0.447 
EI 0.510 0.381 0.429 1.000 0.473 0.315 0.411 0.418 0.330 0.416 0.454 0.412 0.252 0.372 0.457 0.365 0.472 
EP 0.522 0.481 0.515 0.473 1.000 0.356 0.464 0.492 0.435 0.564 0.578 0.486 0.221 0.381 0.497 0.524 0.518 
IO 0.193 0.171 0.206 0.315 0.356 1.000 0.141 0.226 0.219 0.249 0.462 0.077 0.541 0.134 0.280 0.193 0.339 
NC 0.568 0.640 0.728 0.411 0.464 0.141 1.000 0.740 0.451 0.636 0.398 0.620 -0.015 0.476 0.670 0.606 0.494 
OC 0.559 0.644 0.726 0.418 0.492 0.226 0.740 1.000 0.512 0.703 0.438 0.543 0.100 0.455 0.704 0.573 0.462 
OE 0.492 0.592 0.538 0.330 0.435 0.219 0.451 0.512 1.000 0.602 0.304 0.351 0.177 0.615 0.461 0.617 0.340 
OR 0.606 0.752 0.716 0.416 0.564 0.249 0.636 0.703 0.602 1.000 0.480 0.565 0.153 0.595 0.654 0.713 0.460 
PA 0.394 0.404 0.435 0.454 0.578 0.462 0.398 0.438 0.304 0.480 1.000 0.253 0.354 0.353 0.384 0.411 0.410 
PP 0.541 0.478 0.536 0.412 0.486 0.077 0.620 0.543 0.351 0.565 0.253 1.000 0.026 0.427 0.561 0.541 0.501 
PRA 0.082 0.104 0.149 0.252 0.221 0.541 -0.015 0.100 0.177 0.153 0.354 0.026 1.000 0.170 0.148 0.074 0.195 
RM 0.480 0.594 0.486 0.372 0.381 0.134 0.476 0.455 0.615 0.595 0.353 0.427 0.170 1.000 0.510 0.515 0.315 
SC 0.561 0.640 0.707 0.457 0.497 0.280 0.670 0.704 0.461 0.654 0.384 0.561 0.148 0.510 1.000 0.582 0.434 
SU 0.565 0.643 0.648 0.365 0.524 0.193 0.606 0.573 0.617 0.713 0.411 0.541 0.074 0.515 0.582 1.000 0.424 
TP 0.524 0.365 0.447 0.472 0.518 0.339 0.494 0.462 0.340 0.460 0.410 0.501 0.195 0.315 0.434 0.424 1.000 
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Latent variable correlations for Nigeria 
  AC DA EC EI EP IO NC OC OE OR PA PP PRA RM SC SU TP 
AC 1.000 0.419 0.382 0.239 0.204 -0.080 0.329 0.353 0.325 0.500 0.156 0.373 -0.215 0.280 0.337 0.448 -0.129 
DA 0.419 1.000 0.616 0.149 0.287 -0.026 0.426 0.612 0.359 0.602 0.166 0.239 -0.123 0.300 0.504 0.370 -0.037 
EC 0.382 0.616 1.000 0.182 0.303 -0.043 0.336 0.589 0.376 0.533 0.137 0.283 -0.112 0.379 0.458 0.334 0.099 
EI 0.239 0.149 0.182 1.000 0.086 -0.042 0.101 0.125 0.171 0.186 -0.002 0.181 -0.087 0.167 0.028 0.234 0.020 
EP 0.204 0.287 0.303 0.086 1.000 0.116 0.222 0.349 0.205 0.355 0.108 0.278 0.049 0.214 0.219 0.193 -0.104 
IO -0.080 -0.026 -0.043 -0.042 0.116 1.000 -0.034 -0.018 -0.136 -0.043 0.035 -0.049 0.215 0.011 -0.021 -0.117 -0.065 
NC 0.329 0.426 0.336 0.101 0.222 -0.034 1.000 0.458 0.232 0.467 0.085 0.201 -0.143 0.206 0.554 0.270 -0.055 
OC 0.353 0.612 0.589 0.125 0.349 -0.018 0.458 1.000 0.337 0.536 0.118 0.236 -0.077 0.389 0.547 0.331 -0.018 
OE 0.325 0.359 0.376 0.171 0.205 -0.136 0.232 0.337 1.000 0.350 0.065 0.178 -0.189 0.381 0.215 0.442 -0.097 
OR 0.500 0.602 0.533 0.186 0.355 -0.043 0.467 0.536 0.350 1.000 0.138 0.303 -0.190 0.327 0.448 0.446 -0.125 
PA 0.156 0.166 0.137 -0.002 0.108 0.035 0.085 0.118 0.065 0.138 1.000 0.082 -0.053 -0.007 0.145 0.124 -0.013 
PP 0.373 0.239 0.283 0.181 0.278 -0.049 0.201 0.236 0.178 0.303 0.082 1.000 -0.139 0.131 0.225 0.233 -0.062 
PRA -0.215 -0.123 -0.112 -0.087 0.049 0.215 -0.143 -0.077 -0.189 -0.190 -0.053 -0.139 1.000 -0.149 -0.098 -0.303 0.053 
RM 0.280 0.300 0.379 0.167 0.214 0.011 0.206 0.389 0.381 0.327 -0.007 0.131 -0.149 1.000 0.227 0.315 -0.028 
SC 0.337 0.504 0.458 0.028 0.219 -0.021 0.554 0.547 0.215 0.448 0.145 0.225 -0.098 0.227 1.000 0.238 0.014 
SU 0.448 0.370 0.334 0.234 0.193 -0.117 0.270 0.331 0.442 0.446 0.124 0.233 -0.303 0.315 0.238 1.000 -0.135 
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TP -0.129 -0.037 0.099 0.020 -0.104 -0.065 -0.055 -0.018 -0.097 -0.125 -0.013 -0.062 0.053 -0.028 0.014 -0.135 1.000 
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Appendix 5 Cross Loadings 
 
Cross loadings for both countries 
  AC EP IO OE OR RM SU 
AC1 0.733 0.283 0.118 0.309 0.375 0.263 0.375 
AC2 0.777 0.321 0.157 0.439 0.506 0.346 0.463 
AC3 0.788 0.298 0.138 0.320 0.451 0.292 0.365 
AC4 0.738 0.253 0.106 0.282 0.447 0.291 0.415 
EP1 0.180 0.655 0.168 0.170 0.211 0.176 0.228 
EP2 0.286 0.775 0.258 0.233 0.394 0.168 0.303 
EP3 0.319 0.776 0.234 0.318 0.411 0.295 0.323 
EP4 0.312 0.725 0.152 0.264 0.399 0.243 0.300 
IO1 0.086 0.194 0.656 0.030 0.082 0.040 0.080 
IO2 0.198 0.251 0.929 0.203 0.251 0.168 0.192 
IO3 0.050 0.213 0.734 0.076 0.145 0.087 0.069 
OE1 0.320 0.282 0.106 0.784 0.423 0.351 0.434 
OE2 0.327 0.231 0.153 0.766 0.385 0.385 0.401 
OE3 0.437 0.329 0.131 0.836 0.528 0.451 0.513 
OE4 0.251 0.176 0.112 0.631 0.292 0.428 0.270 
OR1 0.476 0.381 0.184 0.466 0.789 0.378 0.560 
OR2 0.427 0.361 0.145 0.453 0.772 0.388 0.534 
OR3 0.484 0.432 0.163 0.389 0.788 0.292 0.520 
OR4 0.421 0.332 0.173 0.376 0.704 0.412 0.422 
OR5 0.456 0.372 0.216 0.437 0.804 0.429 0.477 
OR6 0.498 0.432 0.199 0.444 0.835 0.368 0.557 
RM1 0.309 0.203 0.102 0.397 0.318 0.802 0.315 
RM2 0.397 0.277 0.167 0.474 0.482 0.881 0.424 
RM3 0.307 0.304 0.132 0.471 0.412 0.819 0.372 
RM4 0.274 0.201 0.071 0.405 0.351 0.788 0.285 
SU1 0.412 0.336 0.114 0.480 0.509 0.324 0.768 
SU2 0.427 0.275 0.024 0.449 0.485 0.356 0.767 
SU3 0.365 0.181 0.056 0.408 0.387 0.321 0.668 
SU4 0.393 0.289 0.221 0.378 0.520 0.302 0.734 
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Cross loadings for Australia 
  AC EP IO OE OR RM SU 
AC1 0.768 0.353 0.163 0.415 0.449 0.383 0.435 
AC2 0.775 0.426 0.192 0.499 0.495 0.443 0.483 
AC3 0.800 0.403 0.103 0.326 0.455 0.318 0.399 
AC4 0.757 0.433 0.136 0.286 0.476 0.340 0.428 
EP1 0.312 0.740 0.265 0.273 0.326 0.266 0.348 
EP2 0.385 0.785 0.309 0.313 0.487 0.219 0.411 
EP3 0.415 0.807 0.370 0.366 0.439 0.346 0.410 
EP4 0.486 0.762 0.167 0.382 0.476 0.341 0.442 
IO1 0.211 0.291 0.834 0.154 0.157 0.055 0.172 
IO2 0.129 0.311 0.895 0.185 0.227 0.132 0.166 
IO3 0.155 0.317 0.846 0.228 0.262 0.162 0.158 
OE1 0.405 0.387 0.151 0.766 0.530 0.428 0.526 
OE2 0.340 0.316 0.225 0.771 0.465 0.462 0.449 
OE3 0.459 0.430 0.163 0.837 0.496 0.499 0.562 
OE4 0.321 0.210 0.143 0.733 0.378 0.528 0.376 
OR1 0.468 0.404 0.168 0.514 0.797 0.498 0.615 
OR2 0.468 0.433 0.190 0.499 0.820 0.495 0.635 
OR3 0.522 0.528 0.203 0.475 0.796 0.372 0.588 
OR4 0.458 0.377 0.215 0.401 0.728 0.530 0.455 
OR5 0.470 0.427 0.209 0.472 0.782 0.494 0.511 
OR6 0.497 0.513 0.203 0.495 0.828 0.445 0.576 
RM1 0.440 0.319 0.142 0.475 0.516 0.836 0.477 
RM2 0.459 0.344 0.124 0.521 0.549 0.897 0.436 
RM3 0.413 0.376 0.078 0.593 0.503 0.832 0.481 
RM4 0.298 0.233 0.112 0.480 0.436 0.810 0.336 
SU1 0.443 0.420 0.105 0.493 0.583 0.396 0.791 
SU2 0.483 0.398 0.057 0.499 0.561 0.416 0.804 
SU3 0.422 0.371 0.148 0.515 0.554 0.441 0.771 
SU4 0.383 0.408 0.224 0.446 0.524 0.376 0.734 
SU5 0.455 0.433 0.224 0.441 0.542 0.370 0.775 
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Cross loadings for Nigeria 
  AC EP IO OE OR RM SU 
AC1 0.718 0.182 -0.032 0.198 0.301 0.154 0.278 
AC2 0.765 0.206 -0.112 0.325 0.472 0.231 0.381 
AC3 0.739 0.122 0.004 0.212 0.339 0.227 0.270 
AC4 0.687 0.063 -0.073 0.189 0.321 0.207 0.359 
EP1 0.124 0.823 0.108 0.131 0.236 0.138 0.170 
EP2 0.127 0.602 0.110 0.060 0.187 0.072 0.055 
EP3 0.205 0.782 0.062 0.223 0.348 0.228 0.159 
IO1 -0.038 0.087 0.720 -0.131 -0.023 0.018 -0.072 
IO3 -0.084 0.101 0.894 -0.101 -0.044 0.003 -0.112 
OE1 0.191 0.188 -0.088 0.816 0.235 0.258 0.342 
OE2 0.249 0.116 -0.111 0.754 0.168 0.286 0.314 
OE3 0.324 0.186 -0.127 0.857 0.392 0.362 0.404 
OR1 0.379 0.268 -0.017 0.297 0.660 0.204 0.343 
OR3 0.336 0.258 -0.045 0.174 0.639 0.124 0.257 
OR4 0.317 0.255 -0.020 0.221 0.654 0.271 0.294 
OR5 0.332 0.222 -0.013 0.254 0.777 0.317 0.284 
OR6 0.402 0.260 -0.056 0.276 0.795 0.228 0.386 
RM1 0.241 0.152 -0.009 0.322 0.234 0.825 0.232 
RM2 0.280 0.188 0.008 0.345 0.323 0.866 0.342 
RM3 0.167 0.209 0.060 0.288 0.264 0.785 0.224 
RM4 0.211 0.142 -0.027 0.273 0.228 0.758 0.205 
SU1 0.309 0.238 -0.058 0.404 0.288 0.216 0.744 
SU2 0.338 0.181 -0.138 0.383 0.361 0.277 0.795 
SU3 0.330 0.080 -0.100 0.301 0.305 0.240 0.709 
SU4 0.299 0.033 -0.023 0.150 0.318 0.156 0.591 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
